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Volume 11: Section  1  - DEIS Comments and Responses
Department of the Army 10/27/1998

..P<Je)4„r

/ DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
SAN FRANCISCO DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS

333 MARKET STREET
SAN FRANCISCO, CAUFORNIA

94105-2197        
f'. Il

IEC LEOWLE T  REPLYTO 9.
1.1531 OCT 2 7 1998    -

-ib ·       ATTENTION OF:

Construction-Operations Division
SAN FRANCISCO BAY CONSERVATION

Regulatory Branch
& DEVELOPMFNT COMMISSION

SUBJECT: File Number 23013S  - DMMO Comments on the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge
East Span Seismic Safety Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement/ Statutory
Exemption

Ms. Mara Melandry Mr. John Schultz Chief
Caltnins District 4 District Operations North
111 Grand Avenue Federal Highway Administmtion
PO Box 23660 980 Ninth Stmet, Suite 400
Oakland, California 94623-0660 Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Ms.Melandry and Mr. Schultz:

The Dredged Material Management Office (DMMO) is a cooperative effort of the US Army
Corps ofEngineers San Franoisco Disaict, the US Environmental Protection Agency Region 9, the San
Francisco Bay Consemation and Development Commission, the San Francisco Regional Water Quality
Control Board, and the California State Lands Commission.  The role of the DMMO is to review and
reach interagency consensus on proposals for dredging and dredged material disposal in the San
Francisco Bay area.  Specifically, the DMMO directs appropriate sediment sampling and analysis,
reviews resulting data from the standpoint of suitability ofthe dredged material for aquatic disposal, and
makes recommendations for the subsequent permitting decisions of its member agencies.

The purpose of this letter is to cormct some significant omissions and misstatements regarding
the dredging-related aspects ofthe San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Retrofit Project
contained in the subject Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).  As discussed in the following
paragraphs, the DEIS's analysis of dredging and dredged material disposal associated with the project is
inadequate and, of more concern, is somewhat misleading.  Furthermore, the nature ofthese issues raises
the concern that despite recent (pre-DEIS) meetings, Caltrans does not appears understand the
comments DMMO has previously provided or the serious difficulties the project faces for approval of
in-Bay disposal ofthe expected significant volumes of dredged material the proposed project will
generate. DMMO therefore invites you to attend one of our regularly scheduled meetings in the near
future to discuss these issues in order to ensure that the project proceeds without delay. Please note that
these comments focus on dredging-related aspects of the proposed project and do not supercede any
additional comments on the DES that any individual DMMO.member agency may make.

1. Dredging Quantities Are Not "Approved"

The DEIS inappropriately states that the DMMO "has approved the project volumes, in concept,
for in-Bay disposal."  In fact, DMMO has not approved the project volumes that are

discussed in the                  1DES, in concept or otherwise.  By the letter ofDecembfr 16,1996, the DMMO did identify much (but

San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project FEIS Page  1 -1
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2

not all) of the 262,000 cubic yards of dredge material from the original plan for the seismic retrofit of
the existing structure ofthe bridge (similar to the retrofit existing strucmre alternative in the DEIS) as
being "suitable for aquatic disposal at the Alcatraz Aquatic Disposal Site (SF.11)." The December  16,
1996 suitability determination applied only to the project as presented at that time, since no alternatives
were presented. The project itself has significantly changed since the December  16,  1996 DMMO
determination. The DEIS states that up to approximately 720,000 cubic yards of material may now be

dredged, from different areas than were previously tested, and it is unclear how much ofthis material
may be proposed for unconfined aquatic disposal. New testing will be needed to detemline what                                         2

proportion, if any, of these new sediments may be suitable for aquatic disposal (see issue 2, below).
Furthermore, sediment testing requirements have been upgraded since the original (1996) DMMO
determination, and this new level of testing will be applied to the retroEt project. For these reasons, as

DMMO noted at its July 8,1998 meeting with Caltrans, the 1996 DMMO determination is no longer
valid for the project as it is now proposed.

In addition, the December  16,  1996, DMMO letteri explicitly stated that having "suitable" material
"does notconstitutean  authorizationtoproceedwithyour  dredgeproject.    You  must j rstobtain
Federal State. and localpermits as appropriate. "  A key aspect of the necessary approvals is a

Department of the Army "Section 404" permit which may only be issued for the "least environmentally
damaging practicable alternative" (LEI)PA).  At the July 8, 1998 meeting with DMMO, Caltrans was
advised that in-Bay disposal was unlikely to be accepted as the LEDPA for all the dredged material from                         3

the retrofit project 2, especially for deeper, consolidated sediments.  This is in direct contrast to the

statement on page 4-109 of the DEIS that "the densest portion of this material...could be disposed of in-
Bay"·   Caltrans was further advised that beneficial re-use options should be evaluated first, followed by

upland and ocean disposal, and that in-Bay disposal would only be considered if these options could be
clearly established as not practicable (see issue 3, below). None ofthis information and

coordination                            4
was reflected in the DES.

2. Sediment Characterbtics Must be Documented

The proportion of a project's dredged material that may be suitable versus unsuitable for aquatic
disposal is a key driving factor in evaluating the potential environmental impacts of potential disposal                                                                             

options.  To make determinations about the suitability of dredged material for various disposal options,
DMMO needs two kinds of info mation about the project sediments. First, geologic infonnationis
needed to help identify the interface between surface "young bay mud" and underlying denser
formations. This information is important for estimating volumes that may be physically suitable for in-
Bay disposal, and to direct appropriate sediment sampHng and testing.  DMMO was told that such                                 5
information was available, and would be included in the project EIS; yet, we do not Snd that it has been
included. Second, the sediment must be evaluated to determine whether it is chemically and
biologically suitable for aquatic disposal.

' The December 16, 1996 DMMO letter was omitted from Appendix G of the DEIS.

2        -[h:  Long Term  Management Strategy  (LTMS) for the  Placement  of Dredged Material  in the  San  Francisco  Bay  Region.
Finot Policy EIS(Prog,ammotle EIR was omcially released by the DMMO prent 2gencie: plus the California Jt:te
Water Resources Control Board on October  16,1998.  The LTMS Final ElS/EIR calls for steadily decreasing overall
volumes of in-Bay disposal in coming years. Continuing in-Bay disposal would generally be permitted only for
maintenance dredging of navigation facilities, and only to the extent that practicable disposal alternatives are not
available.

San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project FEIS Page 1-2
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3

Without information about the relative volumes of physically, chemically, and biologically suitable

material, it is not possible to determine the potential environmental impacts ofdredging and disposing of

that material (see issue 4, below).

The DMMO advised Caltrans incur July 8 1998 meebng that a new draft Sampling and Analysis

Plan (SAP) should be prepared, based on the available geological information.  DMMO also noted that

the SAP should include tesung for both ocean disposal (based on the EPRCOIPS ofEngineers national                                  6

ocean dumping testing guidelines in the "Green Book'l and in-Bay disposal (based on the new
EPA/Corps of Engineers national sediment testing guidelines in the "Inland Testing Manual" or I710.
We look forward to receiving the new SAP (for DMMO approval) for this project

3.    Alternatives to In-Bay Disposal Must be Evaluated

Throughout the DES, statements are repeatedly made that dredged material "would" be disposed in-

Bay and alternatives such as beneficial re-use and occan disposal are not mentioned. As noted above,

DMMO has advised Caltrans and Federal Highway Administration representatives that in-Bay disposal

will not be considered for this project absent an adequate evaluation ofthe practicability of alternatives.

The EIS should include a "404(b)(1) analysis" that directly evaluates dredged material disposal options.

Specifically, the EIS should consider beneficial re-use as the first priority.  Potential and reasonably

foreseeable beneficial re-use options may include: the proposed Montezuma Wetlands and Hamilton

Wetlands restoration projects; habitat restoration at other locations possibly including Caltrans property;
and use  as (or stockpiling for) construction fill in otherwise approved projects, including roadway

projects.  To the extent that beneficial re-use can be shown to the satisfaction of the agencies not to be

practicable, ocean disposal at the San Francisco Deep Ocean Disposal Site (SF-DODS) should be                                           7

considered next (for suitable material).  Note that the SF-DODS can accept consolidated material that

would not otherwise be approved for disposal at the Alcatraz disposal site. Ocean disposal at SF-DODS

will require the retrofit project to fund a pro-rated portion of established site monitoring activities.   The

costs for required "Tier I" monitoring at the SF-DODS have been approximately $700,000 per year, and

the Caltrans pro-rated portion ofthat amount would be incurred for every calendar year that disposal

operadons from the retofit project continue at the SF-DODS. However, there are no long temi

monitoring or mitigation costs associated with SF-DODS.

Only ifbeneficial re-use and ocean disposal are clearly established as not being practicable, will in-

Bay disposal of dredged material from the retrofit project be considered.  Even in this case, ody

unconsolidated suicial sediments (that would not "annor" the existing in-Bay disposal sites) would be

considered.

4. Other Dredging-Related Impacts Must be Addressed

Potential impacts associated with dredging and dredged matetial disposal are related to the

proportion of material that is suitable for different disposal options.  For example, although beneficial

re-use is generally preferred, dredging volume and haul distance to the chosen re-use site may result in

adverse air quality impacts.  The DEIS does not adequately discuss potential impacts of disposal, largely

because the discussion of disposal is itself inadequate. as described above.  The EIS ahould clearly                                  8

discuss all the potential adverse impacts that may be associated with all dredging and disposal-related

project activities, based on an adequate evaluation of dredge location, sediment volume, characteristics

and the range of disposal options that those characteristics indicate.

San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project FEIS Page  1 -3
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the subject DES. Please contact David Dwinell at
(415) 977-8471 if there are any questions, and to schedule a meeting with the DMMO.  Ifyou with to
write, please address all correspondence to Mr. David Dwinell, Construction- Operations Division, and
refer to the file number at the head of this letter.  We look forward to meeting with you as soon as may
be convenient to discuss these important issues.

Sincerely,

1 \.          \

Max R. Bl ett

Chief, Constructlon-Operations Division

Copies Furnished:

US EPA, San Francisco, CA,  Attn:  Ross
CA BCDC, San Francisco, CA, Attn: Collins
CA RWQCB, ORk'And, CA, Attn: Gregg
CA SLC, Sacramento, CA, Attn: Howe
CA F&0, Menlo Park, CA, Attn: Ota
US NMFS, Santa Rosa, CA, Attn: Mobley

San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project FEIS Page 1-4
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                           Department  of the Army Corps of Engineers Letter dated 10/27/1998

Comment 1
The referenced statement in Section 2.6.1- Construction Activities, Retrofit Existing
Structure Alternative, has been deleted. The Dredged Material Management Office
(DMMO) does not grant approvals for dredged material disposal. The intent of the
statement was to document that the DMMO had previously determined that most of the
materials to be dredged for the previously reviewed retrofit project were "suitable for
unconfined aquatic disposal" at SF-11. The previously reviewed retrofit project has
been included in the DEIS and FEIS as the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative and is
subject to review by the DMMO (but has not been identified as the Preferred
Alternative). The December 16, 1996 letter from the DMMO has been added to
Appendix G - Agency Consultation Letters.

Comment 2
A Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) has been prepared and is included as
Appendix M.  The DMMP presents refined estimates of potential dredged volumes,
impacts of dredging and dredged material disposal, and evaluates reuse/disposal
options for the build alternatives. Since publication of the DMMP in June  1999,
estimated dredged volumes were further refined and are presented in Section
4.14.10 - Construction Excavation and Dredging and in an errata sheet attached to
the DMMP in Appendix M. The total volume of dredged material expected to be
generated by Replacement Alternative N-6 has been reduced from the 543,000 cubic

 
meters (710,000 cubic yards) estimated in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) to approximately 413,000 cubic meters (540,000 cubic yards) as a result of
refining the construction techniques. These quantities would also occur with
Replacement Alternative N-2. Replacement Alternative S-4 would generate 417,000
cubic meters (545,000 cubic yards).

The revised estimates are for total dredged material volumes. Portions of this amount
have been determined to be not suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal. A Sampling
and Analysis Plan (SAP) was prepared by Caltrans and approved by the DMMO on
May  14,  1999.   The SAP was prepared in conformance with revised testing procedures
and included sampling at multiple locations along the Preferred Alternative alignment
and at potential representative reuse/disposal locations. Caltrans understands that, for
all replacement alternatives, the sediments in the barge access channel for dismantling
the existing bridge would need to be characterized in the future.

A Sediment Sampling and Analysis Report was completed by Caltrans in June 2000
and is available for review at the Caltrans District 4 Public Information Office and at
selected libraries listed in the Preface of the FEIS. This report summarizes the results
of testing to determine the quality of materials. The sediments encountered during the
testing were primarily silt and clay. Chemical analyses indicated that although some
metals were detected in site sediments at levels exceeding San Francisco Estuary
ambient concentrations, the majority of organic and inorganic analyte concentrations in
site sediments were similar to concentrations detected in baseline sediments. Solid
phase bioassays to evaluate the effect of site sediments on benthic organisms

                   indicated
that sediments from several locations near the Oakland Touchdown are not

San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project FEIS Page  1 -5
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suitable for aquatic disposal (in-Bay or deep ocean) or for beneficial reuse at
upland                wetland sites.

In its letter of October 31,  2000 (see Appendix G for a copy of the letter),  the  DMMO
made the following conclusions regarding the disposal of dredged materials:

•    Up to 248,219 cubic meters (324,681 cubic yards) of site sediments are suitable for
unconfined aquatic disposal; and

•    Up to 319,181 cubic meters (417,503 cubic yards) of site sediments are suitable for
beneficial reuse at upland wetland sites.

Any sediment not suitable for the above sites would be properly disposed of at a
landfill. See Section 4.14.10 - Construction Excavation and Dredging for a discussion
of project dredging quantities.

Comment 3
The dredged material reuse/disposal options are not East Span Project alternatives;
rather they are options for disposal of dredged materials to be generated by any of the
build alternatives. It should be noted that the LEDPA (determined to be Replacement
Alternative N-6 by EPA and ACOE) is for the entire East Span Project and not for the
disposal of dredged materials.

Section 4.14.10 - Construction Excavation and Dredging of the FEIS has been
updated to incorporate the findings of the DMMP. The updated proposal for                             
reuse/disposal options for the project is consistent with the LTMS (see Appendix M).
During construction of new piers and footings (approximately 26 months), there would
be approximately 460 cubic meters (600 cubic yards) of material dredged per month
for a total of 12,000 cubic meters (15,600 cubic yards) over the entire construction
phase. This amounts to less than one full barge trip per month. Caltrans proposes this
material for in-Bay disposal at the Alcatraz site. This amount assumed that the
materials proposed are chemically and physically suitable for in-Bay disposal.  Any
materials determined to be unsuitable for aquatic disposal or beneficial reuse would
be disposed of at an appropriate landfill.

The statement concerning density of material to be disposed at SF-11, which was in
error, has been eliminated in the FEIS.

Comment 4
The DMMP (in Appendix M) includes evaluation of numerous reuse/disposal options
and combinations of these options.  The list was narrowed to a smaller set based on
availability, cost, existing technology, and location. The alternatives analyzed in detail
in the DMMP include in-Bay (SF-11), ocean (SF-DODS), the Hamilton Wetlands
Restoration Project, Montezuma Wetland restoration, sidecasting and upland disposal
at various landfills. Caltrans proposes to beneficially reuse a majority of the material at
an upland wetland site, provided such sites accept material during the periods when
East Span Project construction activities would generate dredged material and that
such sites are cost-effective. If approved sites are not available or

found to be not                  

San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project FEIS Page 1 -6
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cost-effective, Caltrans may beneficially reuse materials at landfill sites as daily cover
or dispose of materials at the deep ocean disposal site. In addition, Caltrans proposes
to beneficially reuse some dredged materials and excavated sand to restore portions
of the barge access channel for eelgrass habitat. A small amount of dredged material
per month from construction of piers would be allocated to the Alcatraz site.

In its comment letter on the DMMP of August 20, 1999, EPA concurred with
Caltrans/FHWA's preferred combination of reuse/disposal options. This letter can be
found in Volume 11, Section 2 - DMMP Comments and Responses of the FEIS.

Comment 5
A geologic cross section and discussion of sediment types is provided in the DMMP in
Appendix M. Sediment sampling for chemical, physical, and biological suitability was
conducted. Please see response to Comment 2 above for a summary of testing
results.

Comment 6
Revised SAPs were submitted to the DMMO on February 25 and May 3, 1999.  The
SAP was approved  by the DMMO on May  14,  1999. The revised SAP included testing
at in-Bay, ocean, and representative upland wetland sites and was prepared in
conformance with referenced guidance from the DMMO.

Comment 7
The DMMP has taken the 404(b)(1) approach and has evaluated alternative

  reuse/disposal options based on potential environmental impacts, logistics, and
economics. Please refer to the DMMP in Appendix M for the evaluation results.

Comment 8
The DMMP evaluates seven combined practicable reuse/disposal options in detail,
including an air quality evaluation (which shows that the preferred reuse/disposal
option, Option A, would generate the least amount of air pollutant emissions, with the
exception of the option to dispose of all dredged material at a landfill). The information
provided in the DMMP includes environmental setting information and evaluation of
potential impacts for in-Bay disposal, ocean disposal, reuse at the Hamilton site, reuse
at the Montezuma site, sidecasting of the material, and the use of upland landfills for
disposal.
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                                                                      DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
333 MARKET STREET

SAN FRANCISCO DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS

SAN FRANCISCO, CAUFORNIA 94105-2197

/80"*...im'F REPLY TO
    E  "      ATTENTION OF

Regulatory Branch 80V 1 8 1888

SUBJECT: File Number 23013S

Ms. Mara Melandry                                                           Mr. John Schultz Chief
Division ofToll Bridges District Operations North
Caltrans District 4 Federal Highway Administration
111 Grand Avenue 980 Ninth Street, Suite 400

Oakland, California 946234660 Sacramento, California 95814

Dear Ms. Melandry and Mr. Schultz;

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) would like to take this oppoizinity
to provide comments on the Draft Environmental Impact StatemenVStatutory

Exemption (DEIS) for the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge (SFOBB) East Span
Seismic Safety Project. The subject DEIS was published on September 24, 1998, by
the United States Department ofTransportation Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) and the State ofCalifornia Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in
cooperation with the United States Coast Guard (USCG).

1. Dredging

                                                                     The

Corps feels that the poiential impacts resulting from project dredging could
result in major impacts to resources under our jurisdiction. Therefore, in addition to

1
the dredged material quantities described in the DEIS, the proposed dredging
locations should be identified (mapped) for each proposed project alternative and the
resultant impacts fully described in the Final Environmental Impact Statement

(FEIS). The dredging impact evaluation should also disclose environmental effects
that could occur 1) beyond dredging limits (e.g, sedimentation ofadjacent areas),2)
as a result ofdredge timing (when dredging activities are expected to be

performed),                       2
and 3) as a result ofproposed dredging methods (i.e., suction, clamshell, etc.).

2. Dredged Material Disposal

The DEIS  does not provide sufficient detail regarding the disposal of dredged
material. Information regarding proposed dredged material disposal should be fully
documented in the FEIS. This information includes, but is not necessarily limited to,
1) an alternatives analysis ofproposed dredged material disposal sites (i.e., ocean, in-                    3
bay and upland), 2) the type, quality and quantity of dredged material, and 3) a
description of direct and indirect impacts that could result from dredge material
disposal.

San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project FEIS Page  1 -8
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2

3. Temporary Construction Impacts

Section 4.14.8 of the DEIS does not sufficiently describe potential impacts to the

aquatic environment that could occur as a result of construction of each proposed
project alternative. The discussion should be broadened to include  11 proposed

temporary construction activities that could adversely affect the aquatic environment.
The discussion should include, but should not necessarily be limited to, impacts
resulting from  1) use of chemicals to dismantle the existing bridge, 2) excavation and                    4

removal of existing bridge components, 3) placement of temporary piers and trestles

for construction access, 4) dredging and disposal of dredged material (see comrnents

above), 5) work area dewatering, 6) hazardous waste excavation and transport, 7)
installation and removal of falsework, 8) location, development and use of
construction staging areas, equipment storage areas and temporary access roads, and

9) work within temporary construction easement areas located outside the project

boundary.

4. Permanent Construction Impacts

Section 4.9.2 (Wetlands and Special Aquatic Sites) ofthe DEIS provides a
discussion of potential impacts to resources within Corps jurisdiction. While this
section describes the extent of expected impacts resulting from each proposed project

alternative, it does not provide substantial information regarding the nature (cause) of
the impact. This section should be expanded to include a detailed

description of each                                                                 potential project impact for each proposed project alternative. For clarity, and to                     5

facilitate our review, the description should be accompanied by a table that provides

the information (nature of impact and resultant environmental effect) in tabular form.

5. Proposed Project Mitigation

Habitat Mitigationfor Permanent Impacts

Section 4.9.6 (Mitigation) of the DEIS and the supporting technical studies

(Biological Assessment and Natural Environment Study) do not provide
sufficient                      6

detail regarding steps that were taken to avoid and minimize impacts. Further, the

proposed compensatory mitigation described in these documents is not contain

sufficient detail to determine if project impacts for each proposed project alternatives

would be adequately offset. A conceptual mitigation plan for each proposed project
alternative should be developed and presented in the FEIS. The mitigation plans
should include, but not necessarily be limited to, a description of 1) how the affected

functions and values would be replaced, 2) proposed mitigation location(s), 3)
acreage of each habitat type to be created and/or restored and 4) the replacement                       7
methodology expected to be utilized. Contingency plans should also be developed

and included in the mitigation plans in the event that the proposed habitat mitigation

is unsuccessful.
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Habitat Mitigation for Temporary Impacts

The DEIS does not describe mitigation that may be necessary to offset temporal
losses (impacts) to the aquatic environment that could occur as a result of temporary
construction (e.g., temporary roads, piers, falsework, etc.) of the proposed project
alternatives. All temporary project impacts should be disclosed and quantif ed in the                 8
FEIS.  Based on the extent ofthe impacts, mitigation and/or restoration plans should
be developed to compensate for temporary construction effects and/or to restore
affected areas to pre-project conditions.

6. Water Quality Impacts

Section 4.14.7 ofthe DEIS does not provide sufficient detail for the Corps to
evaluate whether or not measures designed to reduce potential impacts to water                               9
quality are adequate to offset potential project effects.  The DEIS states that a Storm
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) will be prepared for the project and that
this document will outline measures that will be carried out in the field to reduce
water quality impacts. The SWPPP does not need to be provided at this time;
however, the FEIS should outline specific measures and/or best management
practices (BMP) that would be in place for each proposed project alternative to
reduce water quality impacts.

7. Cumulative Effects Analysis

The cumulative effects section of the DES (Section 4.15) fails to describe 1)
how the cumulative effects study area were defined, 2) how the cumulative impact
study parameters were developed, and 3)what will be the project's overall
contribution to cumulative impacts to specific aquatic resources (i.e., wetlands,
eelgrass beds, open water habitat, benthic ecosystems, vegetated shallows, and salt
marsh habitat). The cumulative impact assessment should be revised to include a
description ofhow the cumulative impact study area boundary was developed. 10
Within this study area boundary, relevant past, present and future actions should be
identified and the cumulative effects ofthese projects relative to the proposed project
should be quantified and described. Further, the cumulative impact analysis should
describe the cause-and-effect relationships between the project and relevant actions
(past, present and future) as well as their cumulative effect on natural resources
(including, but not limited to, terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems).

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the subject DEIS. We would
appreciate the opportunity to review an administrative draft of the FEIS to ensure that

11
our comments and concerns are adequately addressed. Please provide sufficient time
to for my staff to review the administrative draft and for any comments we may have
to be incorporated into the document prior to its release.
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4

If you have any questions or wish to discuss our comments in greater detail,
please contact Victoria Alvarez or Robert Lawrence of our Regulatory Branch.  If you
wish to write, please address all correspondence to Ms. Alvarez or Mr. Lawrence and
refer to the file number at the head of this letter.

Sincerely,

Calvin
Chief, Regulatory Branch

Copies Furnished:

U.S. EPA, San Francisco, CA
CA BCDC, San Francisco, CA
CA DFG, Menlo Park, CA
U.S. FWS, Sacramento, CA
FTA, San Francisco, CA
SF RWQCB, Oakland, CA
State Lands Commission, Sacramento, CA
U.S. NMFS, Santa Rosa, CA
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L                                                                                    I



Volume 1 1: Section 1 DEIS Comments and Responses
Department of the Army 11/18/1998

                   Department of the Army
- Corps of Engineers Letter dated 11/18/1998

Comment 1
Please see Figures 2-21 through 2-22 in Appendix A. These figures identify potential
dredging locations for each replacement alternative. Biological resources that may be
impacted by dredging activities are indicated on Figures 4-21 through 4-24 in
Appendix A. Impacts of dredging would be similar for each of the build alternatives
given the similarity of potential impacts and proximity of alignments. Dredging-related
impacts identified for the Preferred Alternative in the Dredged Material Management
Plan (DMMP) would result with any of the build alternatives. (See Appendix M for a
copy of the DMMP.) A summary of the impacts discussed in the DMMP is presented in
the FEIS.

Comment 2
The DMMP describes the impacts that would result from dredging to construct the
Preferred Alternative as well as the other build alternatives, including impacts on
surrounding waters, scheduling of dredging activities to comply with construction
windows, and the range of dredging methods that may be used. Impacts to natural
resources as a result of dredging are discussed as part of temporary impacts during
construction activities. See Section 4.14.8 - Natural Resources. Permanent impacts
to natural resources such as eelgrass and sand flats are discussed in Section 4.9 -
Natural Resources, Special Aquatic Sites. As mentioned in response to Comment 1,
figures have been added to the FEIS that show proposed dredging locations and
impacts to biological resources for each replacement alternative. Dredging is also

                  discussed in Section 4.14.10 - Construction Excavation and Dredging. In general,
access dredging would be unconfined dredging. Caltrans would implement a turbidity
control program, including the possible use of turbidity curtains, to control turbidity.
Caltrans is evaluating the effectiveness, feasibility, and design of turbidity curtains for
use during unconfined dredging.

Sedimentation impacts have been evaluated by Caltrans. The proposed dredging
operations would increase suspended sediment concentrations in the water column
immediately surrounding the dredging area; however, the sediments would settle
relatively soon after the completion of the dredging activities. The highest
concentrations would be located near the bottom of the water column with decreasing
concentrations near the surface. Heavier particles, such as sand, would settle very
rapidly, and silt particles are expected to settle in 1 to 2 days. However, very fine clay
particles, which have an estimated settling velocity of less than 1.2 meters per day (3.9
feet per day) based on a particle size of 4 microns in still water, are expected to remain
suspended in the water column for several days. These clay particles are subject to
movement by tidal currents in the Bay that can create a sediment plume. Numerical
model simulation studies for the San Francisco Bay indicate that sediments generated
in the western portion of the project area would be transported to deeper portions of
the Bay and quickly transported away. Suspended sediments generated in the eastern
portion of the project area may be transported to the Oakland Harbor. However, the
Oakland Harbor is located approximately 2 kilometers (1.2 miles) south of the dredging
area, allowing the opportunity for sediments to settle before reaching the harbor area.
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                 If
construction sequencing permits, dredging would be avoided in shallow water during

the peak juvenile outmigration period for fish (January 1 through May 31).

Dredging would be conducted with equipment that minimizes turbidity to the extent
feasible. Caltrans is still investigating dredging methods. Factors that will be taken into
consideration include cost, feasibility, and effectiveness.

Comment 3
A DMMP has been prepared and is included in Appendix M.  The DMMP presents
estimates of potential dredged volumes, impacts of dredging and dredged material
disposal, and evaluates reuse/disposal of options for the build alternatives. Section
4.14.10 - Construction Excavation and Dredging of the FEIS has been updated to
incorporate the findings of the DMMP.

A Sediment Sampling and Analysis Report was completed by Caltrans in June 2000.
This report summarizes the results of testing to determine the quality of materials.
Sediments encountered during the testing were primarily silt and clay. Chemical
analyses indicated that although some metals were detected in site sediments at levels
exceeding San Francisco Estuary ambient concentrations, the majority of organic and
inorganic analyte concentrations in site sediments were similar to concentrations
detected in baseline sediments. Solid phase bioassays to evaluate the effect of site
sediments on benthic organisms indicated that sediments from several locations near
the Oakland Touchdown are not suitable for aquatic disposal or for beneficial reuse at
upland wetland sites

In its letter of October 31,  2000 (see Appendix  G  for a copy of the letter),  the  DMMO
made the following conclusions regarding the disposal of dredged materials:

•   Up to 248,219 cubic meters (324,681 cubic yards) of site sediments are suitable for
unconfined aquatic disposal; and

•   Up to 319,181 cubic meters (417,503 cubic yards) of site sediments are suitable for
beneficial reuse at upland wetland sites.

Any sediment not suitable for the above sites would be properly disposed of at a
landfill. See Section 4.14.10 - Construction Excavation and Dredging for a discussion
of project dredging quantities.

Comment 4
The use of chemicals as a dismantling method is no longer being considered.  The
reasons include difficulty in controlling the chemicals in water, potential environmental
impacts, the ineffectiveness of the chemicals in water, and the slow rate of dismantling
when using chemicals.

Increased turbidity resulting from dredging and excavation, placement of piers and
trestles, barges, removal of existing bridge components, and installation of falsework
may impair oxygen and water transfer to the benthic community, fish, and to Pacific

                herring eggs attached to eelgrass, algae, and pilings located within the project area.
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Potential impacts to the benthic community and fish would be localized, short-term,
and transient in nature. During the Pacific herring spawning season, a monitor would
observe the construction area for spawning activities. To reduce adverse impacts to
herring eggs, if spawning is observed, work in the immediate area would be stopped
for up to 14 days. Caltrans would also implement a turbidity control program, including
the possible use of turbidity curtains, to control turbidity. Caltrans is evaluating the
effectiveness, feasibility, and design of turbidity curtains.

Temporary impacts to the aquatic environment associated with dredging, dewatering,
construction of piers and trestles, excavation and removal of the existing bridge, and
disposal of dredged material are addressed in the DMMP (see Appendix M).

Hazardous waste excavation and transport are addressed in Section 4.14.6 -
Hazardous Wastes.

The location of the known construction staging area is shown on Figures 2-16.1 through
2-18 in Appendix A. Figure 3-2 shows Caltrans' right-of-way and temporary easement
areas as a result of the recent federal land transfer from the Navy through FHWA to
Caltrans. The construction contractor would be responsible for obtaining all necessary
permits for any additional off-site construction staging areas, equipment storage areas,
or temporary access roads used during the construction period.

Although it is not possible to predict exactly how an individual contractor would access
construction sites or what off-site areas would be used, construction specification
documents would be explicit in establishing Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) 7/.
and would establish access limitations and restrictions, as necessary, to minimize
traffic disruption and impacts to resources.  The FEIS in Section 2.6 - Construction
Activities designates potential construction zones on Yerba Buena Island (YBI) and
notes potential access points for construction barges. Additional information on
construction impacts can be found in Section 4.14 - Temporary Impacts During
Construction Activities.

Comment 5
Section 4.9 - Natural Resources has been revised. The section has been expanded
to provide more detailed discussion of project impacts to natural resources. Table 4.9-
5 has also been added to summarize the impacts to special aquatic sites.  A
Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites has also been prepared (see
Appendix N for a copy of the plan).

Comment 6
Caltrans has refined mitigation concepts for eelgrass and sand flats to address
permanent and temporary impacts. This has been done in consultation with ACOE,
BCDC, EPA, USFWS, NMFS, CDFG, and RWQCB. The revised information on
mitigation for natural resources impacts is summarized in the updated Section 4.9.6 -
Mitigation and is further discussed in the Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special
Aquatic Sites presented in Appendix N. On January 22, 2001, Caltrans responded to
the ACOE and EPA regarding their comments on the Mitigation Plan (see Appendix
G - Agency Consultation Letters for a copy of the letter).  The goal of the Conceptual              
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                    Mitigation Plan is
to ensure no-net-loss of functions and values of Section 404 special

aquatic sites.

Comment 7
Please see updated Section 4.9.6 - Mitigation and Appendix N. Following approval of
the Record of Decision, Caltrans will develop a more detailed mitigation monitoring
plan for resources protected under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  The plan
would be developed in consultation with the ACOE and would be incorporated into the
project's Section 404 Individual Permit.

Comment 8
Please see updated Section 4.14.8 - Natural Resources and Appendix N.

Comment 9
Caltrans anticipates the use of Best Management Practices (BMPs) for dewatering,
concrete wastes, spill prevention, material management, and sediment control.  Once
construction processes and design details are developed and refined for the approved
alternative, Caltrans will select appropriate BMPs to complement each activity. Please
see updated Section 4.14.7 - Water Resources and Water Quality.

Comment 10
Please see Section 4.15 - Cumulative Impacts. The cumulative impacts section has
been expanded to include a more detailed discussion of study area delineations for
impact categories, how impact measures were set, and what cumulative impacts may

                result to aquatic and terrestrial resources.

Comment 11
The ACOE has been provided with a preliminary copy of the FEIS prior to its

                publication.
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1.
U.S. Department /  Commander Coast Guard Island, Bldg., 540
of

Transportation EA1
Maintenance & Logish Alameda. CA 94501-5100
Command Pacific Staff Symbol (  se/cm)

United States /jU  Phone: (510) 437-3511
Coast Guard /  FAX. (510) 437-5753

16475

November  16,  1998

Ms. Mara Melandry
Caltrans District 4
P. O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94623-0660

RE SAN FRANCISCO - OAKLAND BAY BRIDGE EAST SPAN SEISMIC SAFETY
PROJECr, DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/STATUTORY
EXEMPTION: REVIEW COMMENTS FOR U. S. COAST GUARD GROUP SAN
FRANCISCO, YERBA BUENA ISLAND

Dear Ms. Melandry:

The attached comments on the subject document address impacts from the proposed alternatives
for the bridge East Span retrofit or replacement, and the detour structure alignments, on the U. S.
Coast Guard Group San Francisco facility at Yerba Buena Island. These consolidated comments
state the major concerns of Coast Guard Group San Francisco, Coast Guard Civil Engineering
Unit Oakland, and Coast Guard Maintenance & Logistics Command Pacific Civil Engineering
Division.

                                       Comments from the Cooperating Agency for this Draft Environmental Impact Statement pEIS),
the Bridge Section ofthe Eleventh Coast Guard District, have been forwarded separately because

the Bridge Section has jurisdiction over the entire bridge span for the purpose of issuing a Coast

Guard permit to Caltrans. Bridge Section comments did not address impacts to Coast Guard

property.

The potential noise and safety impacts on personnel who live and work at the Coast Guard

facility is ofconcern for all alternative East Span alignments. Coast Guard Group San Francisco

operations and property at Yerba Buena Island obviously would be severely impacted by the S-4
alternative as depicted on DEIS Figures 2-11.la and lb, as well as the south detour structure

depicted on Figures 2-16.2 and 2-17.2. Although they still impact our site, the East Span retrofit
and northern alignments for N-2, N-6, and detour structures are preferred by the Coast Guard                                        1
over the southern alignments.  The S-4 and south detour structure alignment footprints not only
will cause major land use constraints, but construction and demolition ofthe south detour
structure will temporarily further limit the use of Coast Guard property beyond the footprint of
the structure.
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As stated in the  DEIS, the project will necessitate displacement of three Coast Guard structures
in order to provide alternative vehicular access to Coast Guard property which is needed, for
example, for 24-hour search and rescue operations and requires use of semi-trucks and trailers.
It should be noted in the EIS that it also will be necessary to remove the Coast Guard's Building                          2
30 to provide the alternate access route.

The DEIS contained figures on which proposed'Temporary Construction Limits" zones were
delineated that covered some Coast Guard property and adjacent water. Insufficient detail was

provided in the narrative to ascertain the potential effects on nearby Coast Guard vessel
operations, e.g., for search and rescue.   It is unclear if Caltrans intends to construct piers to
offload barges onto, or in close proximity to, Coast Guard property and then haul materials and

equipment over Coast Guard property from barges. Please be advised that limits of this zone 3
affecting the Coast Guard must be negotiated with, and approved by the Coast Guard.

Excavation of earth and rocks are of concern relative to existing slope stability problems  at the
Coast Guard facility, and also the use of explosives for their possible impact on the Coast

Guard                                  4
electronic systems and for the control of debris and fugitive dust on Coast Guard property. Slope
stability may also be temporarily impacted by proposed tree removal.  The DES did not

adequately address these potential safety and operational issues.

Because of the bridge project, as well as unknown factors related to the BRAC process, the Coast

Guard put on hold the finalization of its draft master plan  for the YBI facility until a bridge
alignment is selected and mitigation measures are negotiated. Although every alternative

replacement span proposed in the DEIS has an adverse land use impact on the Coast Guard's

YBI facility, the northern alignments will cause fewer land use and operational impacts and,
therefore will require lesser mitigation measures As stated above, the northern alignments are                                5

preferred by the Coast Guard. Any southern bridge span and/or southern detour alignment will
have severe land use impacts that will make it especially difficult to prepare a master plan to

accommodate all mission-essential requirements for the Coast Guard in an efficient land use

pattern                                                       
The above and other matters are addressed in more detail in the attachment.  If you have any

questions concerning these comments, you may call Ms. Carol Meyer of my environmental

branch at (510) 437-3511. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this DEIS.

Sincerely

E»:»
Ch in, U.S. Co  Guard
Chief, Civil Engineering Division
Maintenance & Logistics Command Pacific

Copy: Commanding Officer, U. S. Coast Guard Group San Francisco
Commanding Officer. U. S. Coast Guard Civil Engineering Unit Oakland
U. S. Federal Highway Administration, Attn: J. R. Schultz
Metropolitan Transportation Commission, Attn: Mary King

2

.1
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U. S. COAST GUARD GROUP SAN FRANCISCO, MAINTENANCE & LOGISTICS
COMMAND PACIFIC, & CIVIL ENGINEERING UNIT OAKLAND

REVIEW COMMENTS

SAN FRANCISCO -OAKLAND BAY BRIDGE EAST SPAN SEISMIC
SAFETY PROJECT,  DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/

STATUTORYEXEMPTION, September 24, 1998

RE IMPACTS ON U. S. COAST GUARD GROUP SAN FRANCISCO
YERBA BUENA ISLAND

Table/Fiflure Page Comments
Section

1.  Operational Impacts on U. S. Coast Guard (USCG)

Bridge East Span & Detour Structure Alignments

Fig. 2-11.la & lb The S-4 alignment as depicted will have major impacts on USCG's ·
4.1.6-pp.4-10/11 environment, operations & property & reduce usable land area.  USCG
4.3.1-p. 4-27 prefers N-2 or N-6 alignments or retrofit with lesser impacts on USCG.

Fig. 2-16.2 The south Detour Structure of North-South Option Alternative N-2  will
encroach on USCG property & temporarily decrease usable land area.
Several footings will displace USCG structures. 6

Fig. 2-17.2 Ditto for south Detour Structure ofNorth-South Option Alternative N-6.

Fig. 2-18 The S-4 alignment & south Detour Structure ofthe North-South Option

Alternative S-4. will have the most impact on USCG's environment,
property, & personnel & will cause the largest reduction of usable land
area.  It will be in close proximity to USCG Bachelor Enlisted Quarters

3.5.2-- p. 3-36 (BEQ). The proposed USCG access road as shown will displace
recreational facilities including tennis, basketball, & volleyball courts.

Vehicular Access & Existing Buildings

Table S-3-p. S-21     The EIS should note that USCG Group San Francisco requires 24-hour,
4.1.4-pp. 4-5/6 7-day/week access for USCG & emergency vehicles from San Francisco

4.2.1«p. 4-21 & Oakland because of its search & rescue mission.  The road must                                      7

4.14.1&2-pp. 4- accommodate semi-trucks & trailers. Any realignment of the USCG
94/95/96 entrance/exit will require fence replacement to maintain 24-hour

4.15.3-p.4--114 perimeter security & limit access to a designated entrance only.  Gate
2.43--p. 2-12 security will require automated monitoring. Caltrans should address

alternate USCG access during bridge closure.

3
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San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project DEIS 2 of 6

Tab.S-3-pp S-11/12 As stated in the DEIS, alternatives N-2 & N-6 will require relocation of

4.1.4-pp 4-5/6/7 the USCG access road & will require removal of USCG Buildings 40,

4.1.5-p. 4-8 75, & 270.  S-4 will impact Building 40. Caltrans will remove the

4.2.1-p. 4-21 buildings & provide compensation or relocation. It should be noted in

4.14.1&2-pp. 4-94/    the DEIS that Building 30 also will have to be removed for these 8
95/96/98 alternatives. Building 75 is currently used for storage & requires

Fig. 2-18 replacement  Buildings 30,40,& 270 are currently vacant.  The S-4

3.1.1-p. 3-3/4 alternative access road will impact recreation facilities consisting of

3.1.6-p. 3-15 tennis, basketball,& volleyball courts.

3.5.2-p. 3-36

Utilities

Tab.S-3-pp S-19/20 All utility services are essential to USCG operations & must be                                      9

3.1.6-pp. 3-13/14 maintained. Utility outages & cut over must be requested 7 days in

4.12--p. 4-89 advance.

Temporary Construction Limits-South/Construction Barges/Piers

Fig. 2-16.1&2 The boundary lines delincated for 'Temporary Construction Limits" are

Fig. 2-17.1&2 located within & just offshore from USCG property & encompass the

Fig. 2-18 buildings proposed for removal, as well as the recreational facilities &

portions of the BEQ. These boundary lines infer that Caltrans would

offload barges just offshore from USCG property & haul materials & 10
equipment across USCG property in close proximity to personnel

support facilities Although Caltrans will need  a work area greater than

the  footprints  of the structures, the areas proposed are unacceptable to

the USCG, & the boundaries must be negotiated with USCG.

The sizes and operations of the barges should be
described  so that the                                                                            

                                 

USCG can ascertain whether ornot there will be any
interference with                          11

its vessels operations at YBI, e.g., from barge anchor lines. For barges,

2.6.1-p. 2-20 a temporary pier was proposed for the retrofit alternative without

specifytng the location.  The USCG needs to know the pier

location to                          1 2assess potential impacts on USCG operations.

Geotechnical Issues

Table S-3-p. S-15        The DEIS description of slope stability issues does not address

2.6.2-p. 2-21 prevention of, or mitigation for potential aggravation ofongoing slope

3.73-9.3-50 stability problems on USCG property from construction activities  It is 13
4.7.1-p.4-62 insufficient to state that "(s)lope stability issues can be addressed during

final design of the selected preferred alternative"

2.6.1--p. 2-20 Use of explosives for removal ofrock may impact USCG structures &

2.6.2-p. 2-21 interfere with USCG electronics systems. |14

4
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San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety
Project DEIS 3 of 6

Table S-3--p.  S-13     The "(r)emovalof substantial amounts ofwoodland vegetation from
4.3.1-p. 4-27 YBI" could not only cause a visual impact, but also has the potential to

43.4-p. 4-35 create an erosion problem prior to the "number ofyears (that) would be

4.143-1.4-99 required before the vegetation could reestablish itself'. During the

4.153-p. 4-114 interim, the ongoing slope stability problems could be aggravated.  It is 15
implied that the 23 to 26 acres oftrees on YBI that Caltrans intends to

remove arc on or above USCG property, because USCG residents

would experience the most noticeable visual changes, and 370 trees
Table S-3-p. S.16 would be removed from the eastern part ofYBI. Such removal could

create apossible safety hazard to USCG pemonnel & property from

potential debris flows, rock slides, & stormwater surges.

2. Potential Impacts on the Quality of the Human Environment at

USCG Group San Francisco

Demolition Hazards

2.63-pp.2-24/25 USCG personnel will transit beneath overhead demolition

of deto.&                         1 1 64.6.4 p. 4-60 existing east span structures.  This will require specific safety measures

by Caltrans.

                                                                                                     Noise
Abatement Issues

2.6.4--p. 2-26 The south detour structure of the North-South Option for Alternative S-

Fig 2-18 4 will be located almost above the BEQ Building 25 & will increase

noise/vibration, but estimated noise levels & abatement measures were 17
Table S-3-p. S-23     not provided.  The only building for which the DEIS specifically

4.143-9.4-102 mentioned providing noise/vibration abatement is Building 262.

3.5.1/2/3--pp. 3. As stated in the DEIS, a 10 dBA increase is perceived as a doubling of
36/37 noise, but noise abatement measures will be considered only for a

substantial increase (12 dBA or greater) or if FHWA criteria for land

use ("activity'l categories are approached/exceeded during the noisiest

1-hour period. Noise abatement measures should be considered for a 5 18
dBA increase the DEIS stated can readily be perceived as louder.

4.5.1-p.4-42 Anticipated noise levels for the retrofit option at USCG locations will

Tables 4.5-1  & 2- exceed FHWA NAC criteria. No abatement measures were proposed for 19
pp. 4-40/43/44 the BEQ or recreation facilities, although sound walls were proposed at

3.5.2-p. 3-36 some YBI locations for N-2, N.6, & S.4 alignments.

Fig. 4-16/17/18

5
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San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety
Project DEIS - 4 of 6

4.14.5--pp. 4-100/1 The "noise level resulting from typical construction activities would be

approximately 73 dBA L.q" at USCG Quarters 8 - only one dBA higher 20
than existing peak noise-hour waffic noise. Caltrans should validate its
noise model to ensure noise levels do not exceed 73 dBA during
construction or ensure that noise abatement measures are considered.  It
is not acceptable to state that "(c)onstruction noise is unavoidable and

2.4.3-p.2-12 could adversely affect some nearby USCG residents during construction
activity periods". Noise abatement measures to minimize adverse                                                      21

effects on USCG residents must be provided when or if noise criteria
will be exceeded between 2000 & 0700 hours.

Air Quality

Table S-3--pp. S- Although construction period air quality was addressed here, the DEIS
22/23 description ofmitigation did not explain how USCG property, USCG

residents & other USCG employees will be protected from fugitive dust, 22
Fig. 2-18 etc. The south Detour Structure of the North-South Option for

Alternative S-4 will be almost above BEQ Building 25, & its traffic
possibly could be a source of particulate matter that could drift down
onto the USCG facility

Lighting

Table S-3--p. S-22      The DEIS addressed nighttime construction lighting glare & stated that
shining lights towards residences would be avoided.  Even if

lights are                                                                            
directed away from living quarters, the surrounding area, nevertheless, 23
could be very bright. Amal illumination, in combination with
construction noise, could interfere with sleep.

Pedestrian Access

Table S-3-p. S-13 Following demolition of the existins pedestrian stairway, it is essential

4.2.2-p. 4-22 that pedestrian access not be interrupted for USCG personnel.  The

permanent replacement stairway mentioned in the DEIS, or an interim

solution, will be needed for uninterrupted access to & from Quarters & 24
the public transportation stop at the top of the hill. Pedestrians cannot
use the road.

6
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3. Miscellaneous Topics

Hazardous Waste

Table S-3-p. S-25      For the leaking underground storage tanks (LUST) sites at Buildings 40

Table 3.6.1-p. 3-47      &270, the contractor shall be responsible & liable for potential
Tables 4.6-1 & 2- contamination of the lower aquifer should construction activities cause a 25
pp.4-54/55 conduit for contamination from the LUST sites or any other sites into

4.6.2-1.4-56 the aquifer or Bay.

Fig. 3-158
4.153-1.4-116

Coastal Zone Issues

Fig. 3-19 The "BCDC Shoreline Boundary" is delineated as crossing USCG

property. The Federal Coastal Zone Management Act  of 1972, as

amended, excluded federal property from state coastal zones as 26
implemented by 15 CFR Part 923.30 (c) (1). Therefore, the boundary
line should be deleted from federal lands, &/or explained in a footnote.

Regarding a BCDC recommendation for property released by the USCG
3.13-p. 3-10 to "be redeveloped for recreational use", it should be noted that the

USCG has no plans to release its property.  In the event that this federal

property ever became non-federal property, BCDC's jurisdiction would                        27
extend only 100 feet landward as depicted in Figure 3-19, & not over all
ofUSCG's property.

3.8.1--p. 3-54 In accordece with 15 CFR Part 930, federal agencies submit coastal

                                                                        Appendix E  --p. E-      Consistency Determinations for federal projects that directly affect the
12 coastal zone to state coastal agencies for their agreement.  For non-

federal projects subject to federallicenses or permits, a Consistency
Certification must be submitted to a state in accordance with 28
requirements of 15 CFR Part 930.50 et seq.  As a state agency, Caltrans

would apply for a BCDC Pennit, not a Consistency Determination.

USCO Group San Francisco Master Plan

3.1.2-p. 3-6 The status of the USCG master plan for its YBI facility was correctly

3.1.3-p. 3-9 described on p. 3-9.  It is apparent from the bridge & detour alignment

4.1.6-p. 4-10 descriptions in the DEIS , overlaid on USCG property, that any southern

4.1.7-p. 4-14/15 alignments will have far more impact on the USCG facility than the

northern alignments. The constraints they pose will have a major 29
impact on the ability ofthe USCG to prepare and implement a master

plan with an efficient land use pattern. All proposed alignments justify
mitigation &/or compensation beyond payments for any easements or

tioonBCa to tho USCG for; lom of dcvolopablo wrcago; removal of, or

adverse impacts to structures; & adverse impacts on USCG personnel.

7
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San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety
Project - DEIS 6 of 6

USCG Property Ownership
3.1.1-/. 3-3/4

3.5.2-p. 3-36
3.103-p. 3-86 Quarters 8&9 are now USCG property &, together with 3 other houses,
4.1.1-p. 4-3 are occupied by admirals & captains, but not commanders. Please note 30
4.10.2-pp. 4- ownership change from U. S. Navy to USCG, & delete "commanders"
82/83/84/85 from p. 3-3.
6.7-p. 6-16
6.7.2.pp. 6-
19/23/24

P-«P. P.l Cooperating Agency

S--p. S-1
S.S-p. S-7

The DEIS stated that the USCG was designated as a "Cooperating

S.5.2-p. S-8
Agency". This designation is applicable for the subject DEIS only to

Appendix E-- p.E-1
the Eleventh (115 Coast Guard District Bridge Section which will

process the bridge permit, & not to the USCG Group San Francisco &
31other Coast Guard entities. The Bridge Section comments do not

address impacts on property ofUSCG Group San Francisco.

Memorandum ofAgreement (MOA)

3.10.3 pp 3-86/87 USCG also has historic structures on its property, e.g. Quarters 8&9.
Table 4.10-2-p.4-81    The DEIS indicated that there will be no effects on them from any

4.10.2-pp. 4- project alternatives &, therefore, it is unlikely that USCG would need to 32
82/83/84/85 be a signatory agency to the MOA described.

6.63-1.6-15
6.7-p. 6-16
6.7.2-pp.6-19/23/24

8
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United States Coast Guard Letter dated 11/16/1998

Comment 1
The U.S. Coast Guard's (USCG's) preference for a northern alternative and north-north
design option for temporary detours is acknowledged. Replacement Alternative N-6
has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. A detailed evaluation of temporary
detours led to the identification of the north-south detour option as the preferred option.
Reasons for withdrawal of other detour options are presented in Section 2.7.10 -
Temporary Detours on Yerba Buena Island Considered and Withdrawn. Caltrans is no
longer considering a north-north design option for temporary detours due to traffic
safety and congestion issues.

Comment 2
Building 30, with the notation that it is for equipment storage, has been added to the
USCG discussion in Section 3.1.1 - Existing Land Uses in the Project Vicinity. Section
4.1.4 - Impacts to Existing Land Use has been revised to include impacts to Building
30.

Comment 3
The project excludes the south shore of YBI to barge access, limiting potential barge
access to the north shore and east shore near Building 262. The construction
specifications would also state that the contractor must maintain continuous access

                through
the shipping channel during construction. Specific access locations and work

areas would be proposed by Caltrans and negotiated with and approved by the USCG
so as to not impact Coast Guard vessel operations; accordingly, any impacts on the
USCG search and rescue operations would be avoided or minimized. Caltrans has
confirmed with the USCG that the designation of eelgrass near the USCG facilities as
Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) would not impact USCG operations.

Comment 4
Construction activities would be carried out in such a way that temporary excavations
would not create unstable slope conditions nor exacerbate existing slope instabilities.
Temporary excavations would be braced with sheet pile shoring or cement-modified
soil backfill. The contractor would be required to protect the stability of the slope in
areas of construction. Excavations would be restored employing slope reinforcement,
rock fill, or other appropriate techniques. Specific details, including a grading and
restoration plan, would be addressed during final design. These plans would be made
available for USCG review.

The use of detonations has been withdrawn due to the potential adverse impacts to
marine life.

Comment 5
The USCG's conclusion that a southern alternative would have greater impacts than a
northern alternative on USCG facilities, operations, and master planning is noted. The
Preferred Alternative, Replacement Alternative N-6, is a northern alternative.
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                 Comment 6Preference for a northern alternative is noted. The Preferred Alternative, Replacement
Alternative N-6, is a northern alternative.

Encroachment of the south side temporary detours on Yerba Buena Island (YBI) is
noted. The potential for disruption and access restrictions at the USCG facility were
taken into account when designs for detour footing placement were developed.
However, it has been determined that the north-south detour option would be used to
construct the replacement alternatives, because the other detour options would have
created hazardous conditions for motorists, caused significant operational impacts to
traffic, and/or required the complete closure of the East Span for a number of weeks.

Footings for the south (eastbound) detour would be placed on USCG property.
Caltrans and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) are continuing to coordinate
with the USCG to minimize the disruption to USCG facilities resulting from the
installation, use, and removal of the temporary detours.

The temporary eastbound detour for Replacement Alternative S-4 would require the
largest footprint on the USCG facility and would impact the noted recreational facilities.
Replacement Alternative S-4 was not identified as the Preferred Alternative.

Comment 7
The project would allow for 24-hour-a-day, 7-day-a-week access to the USCG facility.

 
During construction, there would always be access to/from YBI and Treasure Island
(TI). However, there would be some limited roadway closures and detours during the
construction period. During construction, there would be occasions when complete
closure of a travel direction on the SFOBB East Span would be required. Caltrans is
continuing to investigate lane and bridge closures and would plan the closures in an
effort to simultaneously minimize public inconvenience, facilitate construction, and
maximize public safety. Short-term closures would be scheduled to occur during off-
peak hours to the extent feasible, and Caltrans would implement a traffic management
plan to manage impacts to traffic. Caltrans will coordinate with USCG to provide
alternate access during these closures and to establish the most effective means of
providing emergency access.

Realignment of the USCG access road would be planned and staged in consultation
with the USCG so as to allow for its continued access to its facility. Gate security would
be provided and perimeter fencing would be maintained at all times.

Comment 8
Caltrans would consult with the USCG to establish and implement a plan to replace the  
impacted buildings with structures of like size, construction materials, and quality, built
to current building codes. The FEIS has been revised to include removal of Building
30.  Impacts to USCG recreational facilities as a result of Replacement Alternative S-4
are noted. Should Replacement Alternative S-4 be selected, functional replacement of
the recreational facilities would be provided.  The USCG and the Navy would need to
provide suitable sites for replacement facilities outside the state right-of-way.
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Comment 9
All utilities on YBI would be protected in place or relocated. Caltrans and the
contractor will coordinate with utility providers throughout the design process and
construction period. Caltrans would obtain all required encroachment permits from the
USCG prior to any construction work that involves utilities serving the USCG facility.
Caltrans and USCG are coordinating regarding USCG's access to utilities within
Caltrans' right-of-way on YBI.

Comment  10
Barges would not be off-loaded offshore from USCG property. The barge dock
locations are shown in Figures 2-16.1 through 2-18 in Appendix A. Figure 3-2 shows
temporary easement areas. Caltrans would work with the USCG to define and
establish restricted zones that the contractor would be required to avoid. Where
USCG facilities cannot be avoided, Caltrans would include special provisions in the
construction specifications to minimize use and disturbance of critical areas within the
USCG base. Caltrans has confirmed with the USCG that the designation of eelgrass
near the USCG facilities as environmentally sensitive areas would not impact USCG's
operations.

Comment  11
The sizes and specific operations of barges cannot be anticipated at this time because
these factors would be determined by the contractor selected to construct the project.
The selected contractor would be required to comply with all USCG navigational
requirements, including filing of notices to mariners and submittal of anchor plans to
the USCG for review and approval. The construction specifications would state that the           
contractor must maintain continuous access through the shipping channel during
construction.

Comment 12
Barge access to YBI for the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative would be the same as
for the replacement alternatives. Barge access adjacent to the USCG base is not
proposed. Two possible sites for barge docks have been identified on the north side
adjacent to the Parade Grounds and at the eastern end of YBI.   Most of the Parade
Grounds is within Caltrans' temporary construction easement for the project. Specific
access locations and work areas would be proposed by Caltrans and negotiated with
the USCG in cases where Caltrans would be working within USCG jurisdiction.

Comment 13
Please see response to Comment 4 above regarding slope stability issues.

Comment 14
Please see response to Comment 4 above regarding explosives.

Comment 15
Implementation of the replacement alternatives would disturb up to 10 hectares (26
acres) and require the removal of up to 350 trees, primarily on Navy-owned land.
Mitigation for visual impacts would consist of developing and implementing a master
planting plan, including the planting of mature trees where

feasible.  Due to the root                 
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                 structure
of mature oak trees, it is not certain that Caltrans would be able to

successfully plant replacement trees of the same size.  As a result, replacement oak
trees may be smaller than those displaced.  As part of a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that would be prepared for the project, earthwork issues,
including temporary and permanent measures for storm water runoff control and
erosion prevention, would be evaluated. Although specific details can only be
addressed during final design, typical features could consist of surface water collection
and conveyance systems, soils subdrains, ground surface erosion control matting,
rapid-growth vegetation, etc. Appropriate techniques would be employed to create
stable, erosion-resistant earth slopes that would reduce any possible erosion-related
hazards to USCG personnel and property.

Comment  16
A safety plan would be developed by Caltrans and the project contractor to set
procedures for passage of USCG personnel and guests through the construction zone,
including passage beneath dismantling of detour and existing East Span structures.
Procedures would be developed in consultation with the USCG. Construction
specifications would require implementation of the procedures.

Comment  17
Traffic noise on the temporary detours was evaluated qualitatively. Noise generated by
detour traffic is anticipated to be similar to noise from existing traffic. Traffic on the
temporary detours would be closer to some locations compared to the existing bridge

 
structure. These locations include the USCG Bachelor Enlisted Quarters and
recreational area. Modeling indicates that noise levels might increase by one to two
decibels. Increases of less than three decibels are generally not perceptible.

It should be noted that Replacement Alternative N-6 has been identified as the
Preferred Alternative. Traffic noise from the temporary detours affecting the Bachelor
Enlisted Quarters would likely be less (1 to 2 decibels lower) than anticipated under the
Replacement Alternative N-6 detour plan than anticipated for Replacement Alternative
S-4 due to the greater distance between the temporary detours and the USCG
buildings.

Vibration levels from traffic using the detour are expected to be below levels of
perception at nearby buildings based on ground-borne measurements that were
performed and discussed in Section 3.5.6 - Existing Measured Vibration.

Short-term elevation of vibration levels may occur during construction activities such as
pile driving and dismantling of foundations.  It is expected that a building that is more
than  15 to 30 meters (50 to  100 feet) from pile driving would not be damaged.   As
discussed in the updated Section 4.14.5 - Construction-Period Noise and Vibration, it
is expected that all buildings in the project area would experience vibration levels well
below the architectural damage risk level.

Comment 18
After project completion, FHWA procedures guiding the project noise analysis specify

                  that
if future sound levels are predicted to approach or exceed the Noise Abatement
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Criteria (NAC) applicable to the land use activity or result in a noise level
increase of  1 2                  decibels or greater above existing noise levels, then noise abatement measures must

be considered. Operational noise levels after project completion on YBI are expected
to decrease rather than increase. Future noise levels on YBI after construction of a new
bridge would range from 59-71 dBA with the replacement alternatives, which is 0 to 11
dBA lower than noise levels under an existing condition.

Caltrans understands that some nearby USCG residents could be adversely impacted by
construction noise. Caltrans will continue to consult with the USCG to identify and
implement as feasible reasonable measures to reduce construction-related noise levels at
USCG facilities. Caltrans has already investigated such measures as selecting a quieter
pile driver, a shroud around the hammer, portable shielding, sound blankets, and
plywood sheets. These measures were found to not work for a variety of reasons,
including not being effective, challenges in implementation on YBI due to wind conditions
and topography, and cost. Caltrans will continue to work with USCG to find other
methods to reduce noise.

Comment  19
Abatement measures were not proposed at any locations for either the No-Build
Alternative or the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative because these alternatives do
not qualify as Type I or Type 11 projects; that is, they would not result in any increase in
traffic capacity, any change in roadway geometry, or any change in traffic speeds.
Noise levels would not differ from existing noise levels (please see Section 4.5.1 -
Noise), and these categories of projects do not qualify for noise abatement measures.

Abatement measures were evaluated for Replacement Alternatives N-2, N-6
(Preferred), and S-4, for locations at which FHWA NAC of 67 dBA were approached or
exceeded (i.e., Quarters 8 and 10 and Building 240). A summary of this evaluation can
be found in Appendix P. At the USCG Bachelor Enlisted Quarters and recreational
facility areas, future traffic noise levels with a replacement alternative are expected to
be in the range of 60-62 dBA and below the applicable FHWA NAC of 67 dBA.

Comment 20
The calculation of 73 dBA was not done using a noise model.  It was based on
information about typical construction noise levels provided by the Transportation
Research Board and a calculation method in which it is assumed that noise levels
generated by construction equipment decrease at a rate of approximately 6 dBA per
doubling of distance away from a reference distance of 15 meters (50 feet).  The
results of the calculation are an approximation.

Noise abatement is currently being evaluated in coordination with the USCG. Please
see response to Comments  18 and 21 for further details.

Comment 21
Caltrans and FHWA had an initial meeting with the USCG on July 21, 1999, as well as
several subsequent meetings, to discuss project issues impacting the USCG facility on
YBI, including construction noise. As discussed in response to Comment 18, Caltrans
is continuing to consult with the USCG in regard to possible noise abatement

during                
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  construction. Measures would be implemented as feasible and practical to ensure that
construction noise levels do not substantially interfere with USCG operations.

Comment 22
Contract specifications would include several measures to alleviate or prevent dust
nuisances inside and outside the right-of-way, including the requirement that the
contractor apply water and/or dust palliatives to control dust. If deemed necessary,
additional control measures, such as increasing the frequency of water/palliative
applications and limiting construction activities under certain conditions, can be
developed and implemented. Replacement Alternative N-6 has been identified as the
Preferred Alternative and not Replacement Alternative S-4. The north-south detour
option under Replacement Alternative N-6 would be approximately 22 meters (72 feet)
(horizontal distance) away from the Bachelor Enlisted Quarters. The temporary detours
are expected to be in use by vehicular traffic for approximately 2 years. Studies by
Caltrans and others have indicated that road entrained dust (particulates) are a minor
component of total fugitive dust concentrations encountered in urban areas.

Comment 23
General illumination resulting from directed nighttime construction lighting may
increase brightness at the exterior of USCG quarters. Based on the 24-hour nature of
the USCG facility, it is assumed that light shielding currently used by personnel
sleeping during daylight hours would also be effective in blocking construction lighting
from the interior of sleeping quarters. Measures to reduce potential construction period

 
noise disturbance are addressed in Section 4.14.5 - Construction Period Noise and
Vibration.

Comment 24
The stairway on YBI provides a link between the USCG base and a bus stop served by
San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni). Presently, Muni bus route 108, starting at the
Transbay Transit Terminal, exits the Bay Bridge via the ramps on the eastside of YBI
and, using Treasure Island Road, stops at this bus stop before continuing on to TI.
During construction, when the existing underpass is blocked, the Muni bus route would
not be able to serve the bus stop and would be rerouted via the on- and off-ramps on

' the west side of YBI.   As a result of construction activities and the removal of the
stairway, shuttle service would be provided by Caltrans from the TI gate via Macalla
Road to bring people to and from the USCG facility. Upon request, the shuttle would
also serve Quarters 8. Once construction of the bridge is completed, the stairway
would be rebuilt at a new location. Caltrans would select the site for the replacement
stairway in consultation with the USCG and other agencies.

Comment 25
Caltrans and the contractor would take measures to prevent contamination of the
aquifer.  Once the project area has been sufficiently characterized and construction
activities sufficiently defined, contract specifications would be developed to address
site-specific procedures for contaminant monitoring and identification, handling,
treatment, and disposal.
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Comment 26
A footnote has been added to Figure 3-19 to clarify that federal lands are excluded
from the state coastal zone.

Comment 27
Clarification noted. It should be noted that while BCDC's permitting authority extends
30 meters (100 feet) inland of the shoreline, BCDC's Bay Plan would still include the
"Park Priority Use" designation.  BCDC has concluded that projects with a federal
connection that impact the coastal zone would need to be consistent with the "Park
Priority Use" designation.  As long as the USCG and Navy retain ownership, they
cannot be required to be consistent with the proposed, future civilian land use.

Comment 28
Any development in San Francisco Bay within the area of BCDC jurisdiction (defined as
the Bay and the shoreline band 30 meters (100 feet) shoreward of the mean high tide
line) would require a permit from BCDC pursuant to the McAteer-Petris Act.
Additionally, as part of its permit process, BCDC would need to make a finding of
consistency that the project conforms to the Commission's amended Coastal Zone
Management Program for San Francisco Bay.  Both the required development permit
and the finding of consistency must establish that the proposed development conforms
to the McAteer-Petris Act, the San Francisco Bay Plan, the Seaport Plan, and the
Commission's regulations.

On February 4, 2000, the BCDC staff issued a preliminary finding of consistency that,
"...the project in concept, generally conforms to the Commission's amended coastal
management for San Francisco Bay." (Letter from Will Travis, Executive Director,
BCDC to Denis Mulligan, then-Deputy District Director, Caltrans District 4, February 4,
2000, in Appendix G.) The staff finding of consistency is subject to issuance of a final
determination from the Commission during the approval process for the bridge permit.
The findings of consistency would be incorporated into the BCDC permit.

Comment 29
Preference for a northern alternative is noted. Replacement Alternative N-6 has been
identified as the Preferred Alternative. Since a USCG Master Plan has not been
prepared, it is not possible to specifically identify the impacts of the East Span Project
on future land use on the USCG property. The selected alternative for the East Span
would need to be a component on any future land use plan developed through a
master planning process. Caltrans would consult with the USCG to acquire any
needed right-of-way or temporary construction easements. Provisions of the Uniform
Relocation and Real Property Policies Act of 1972, as amended, would apply to any
resulting displacements or relocations (please see Appendix I Relocation Assistance
Information). Design considerations and mitigation measures have been included in
the EIS to address potential impacts to USCG structures and personnel.

Comment 30
The requested edits have been made to the document.

San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project FEIS Page 1 -30

-



Volume 11: Section 1 DEIS Comments and Responses
United States Coast Guard  11/16/1998

               Comment 31Comment noted.

Comment 32
The Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) (see Appendix 0) includes provisions for the
protection and repair of inadvertent damage to Quarters 8, which is owned by the
USCG (see Stipulation V in the MOA). In addition, the proposed treatment of
archaeological site CA-SFr-04/H may include excavation on USCG property. Caltrans,
as the project proponent, would be responsible for complying with the Native American
Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (NAGPRA).  The USCG would review and
comment on any documents prepared for NAGPRA.  The USCG signed the MOA on
May 25, 2000.
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„u' 1 91998
U.S. Department #--- Commander ·

Coast Guard Island. Bldg 540
of Trfinsportatiori  

Maintenance & Logistics Alameda, CA 94501-5100
Command Padfic Slaff Symbol: (s)

United States    /#liff Phone: (510) 437-3512

Coast Gua,d i  FAX: (510) 437-5753

110113» NOV  1 7 1358          *

44 ( 92/
Mr. 1)en Mdlligan 6 15 66
Toll ID:iage Program Manager

Sp,16-0 f California, Department o fTransportation
. 44744*/40.13,)x 23660

/  Oakland California 94623-0660

Dear Mr. Mulligan:

I want to thank you and the members of your staffat CALTRANS for keeping my staff involved and well
informed as regards to the design of the new span ofthe Oakland Bay bridge. Your inclusive approach

certainly speaks well of CALTRANS and I'm sure that it will help make this challenging project a

positive experience for the citizens of the Bay Area,

As the office in charge ofengineering and maintenance for the Coast Guard's Pacific Area, it is my

responsibility to ensure the safety and adequacy of all Coast Guard operating facilities.  In that capacity, I

am writing to you to convey the Coast Guard's support for the northern alignment of the new span of the
San Francisco - Oakland Bay Bridge.  We have been presented with the alternative scenarios for this new
eastern span and feel that the northern alignment will best meet the needs of the citizens of the Bay Area,                              1

while offering the fewest pennanent impacts on the critical Coast Guard operations we conduct from our

Yerba Buena island (YBD facility. The construction scenarios for a southern alignment of this span are

not compatible with our operations and will not be supported by the Coast Guard.

Aside from being the location of several search and rescue craft and larger multi-purpose vessels, our

                                              Group

San Francisco command on YBI controls operations and communications throughout the Bay Area
with responsibilities extending as far south as Monterey. T'he Coast Guard Vessel Traffic Service center

on the Island is essential to the safe passage of large, ocean going ships and is a critical factor in the  L

protection o f the Bay's marine environment. In addition, our' facilities include a significant industrial
function which has responsibility for maintenance and repair ofCoast Guard boats and aids to navigation.
Any construction scenario which impacts the delivery of supplies or fuel, which constrains our ability  to
conduct missions from the base, which limits convenient access by Coast Guard employees or which

materially affects Coast Guard personnel who live on YBI will be of significant interest to us.

I am eager to continue to work with your organization and with the California Department of
Transportation to support the construction o f this significant structure. My primary point of contact will

 

be Captain Robert Lachowsky of my Civil Engineering Division who may be reached at (510) 437-3512.

Please feel free to call Captain Lachowsky at any time.

Sincerely,

itt& l»
Roar Admiral, U.S. Coaot Guard
Commander, Maintenance &
Logistics Command Pacific
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Copy-    Metropolitan Transportation Commissioll
City of Oakland

City of San Francisco
Treasure Island Development Authority
COMDT (G-CCS), (G-CRC), (G-S)
Commander, Pacific Area (P)
Commander, Coast Guard Group San Francisco
Commanding Officer, Coast Guard Vessel Traffic Serdce San Francisco
Commander, Naval Engineering Field Activity West

2
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  United States Coast Guard Letter dated 11/17/1998

Comment 1
Preference for a northern alternative is noted.
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U.S. Department /  Commander (oan) Coast Guard Island
of Transportation   1 Eleventh Coast Guard District Alameda, CA 94501-5100

Staff Symbol: (oan-2)United States /Ii;5/ Phone: (510) 437-3514
Coast Guard /  FAX: (510)437-5836

16475

November 20, 1998

Ms. Mara Melandry
Caltrans District 4
111 Grand Avenue: Mail Station 12-C
P. O. Box 23660
Oakland, Ca 94623-0660

SAN FRANaSCO-OAKLAND BAY BRIDGE EAST SPAN SEISMIC SAFETY PROJECT,
DRAFr ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENr/STATUTORY EXEMPTION

Dear Ms. Melandry:

This letter responds to your request for comments on the DEIS forthe replacement of the east
span ofthe Bay Bridge. These comments relate solely to the Coast Guard responsibilities under
the General Bridge Act and our responsibilities as a cooperating agency under NEPA Separate
responses will be provided relating to Coast Guard interests as a property owner on YBI, and as a
federal agency with statutory responsibilities (operational missions) under Title 14 U.S. Code.

Bridge permit: As noted in the DES, construction of a replacement bridge will require an
amendment to the federal bridge permit for the bridge. The existing permit was issued under the
authority of The Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899. The amendment will be under the authority of
Section 9 of that Act as well as the General Bridge Act of 1946. The final permit decision will
be made by the Commandant, U.S. Coast Guard (Office ofBridge Administration) in
Washington, DC.

Necessary prior approvals: The Clean Water Act and the Coastal Zone Management Act
prohibit federal agencies from issuing permits or approvals for projects such as this without
certification or a waiver under the Clean Water Act, and a Consistency Determination or permit
under the Coastal Zone Act.  The San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board in
Oakland is the certifying agency under the Clean Water Act, and the San Francisco Bay Con-                                   1
servation and Development Commission is the permitting agency under the Coastal Zone Act.
In addition, the Clean Air Act requires that federal actions conform with State Implementation
Plans when those actions occur within air quality regions that are designated as non-attainment
for criteria pollutants.  The Bay Area is designated as a non-attainment area for ozone, and a
maintenance area for carbon monoxide. Therefore, a Clean Air Act conformity determination
may be required if emissions exceed specified threshold levels.   Finally, since, since the replace-
ment will require the use of property  on a federal reservation,  you must demonstrate that you
have the necessary easements or other approvals to use that land.

Navigational clearances: Although actual clearance requirements cannot be determined until
we have provided an opportunity for public review ofthe bridge plans, all alternatives, with the
exception ofthe repair existing bridge alternative, meet the minimum requirements set out in my
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fax ofMarch 6,1997, and should meet the reasonable needs ofexisting and prospective naviga-
tion on the waterway The horizontal clearance proposed for the repair existing bridge alterna-
tive is only slightly less than my recommendation, and should also meet the needs of navigation

Location: Although the adequacy ofthe location cannot be determined until we have provided                        1
an opportunity for public review ofthe actual bridge plans, all alternatives appear to meet the
long4erm needs ofnavigation. We solicited preliminary comments concerning the locatiog Cont.
through our Public Noticell-111 dated October 5,1998, and received only one response, a letter
from P.A. Haviland, copy enclosed.  All alternatives will have short-term construction impacts
on vessels transiting east of YBI.  Some locations may have adverse, short-term, construction
impacts on vessel access to the Coast Guard Base at YBI. All marine construction activities will
have to be coordinated with Coast Guard Marine Safety Office San Francisco Bay to insure that
vessels can transit the site safely.

General:   The Coast Guard intends to adopt the FHWA/Caltrans Final Environmental Impact
Statement as the environmental document for our decision on the bridge permit.

Editorial Comments:

Page S-21, Table S-3.  Under the Construction Period Transportation Effects Impact
Category, please add the words "Portions of' at the beginning of the paragraph beginning
with "The navigation channel." to be consistent with wording on page 4-98 in the                                      2
concluding paragraph under Marine ODerations preceding the mitigation section.

Page S-22, Table S-3. Under the Construction Period Visual Changes Impact Category
please add the words "and avoid shining lights on residences and on marine

tra ic" to be                           3consistent with wording on page 4-99.

Page 1-9, Section 1 3 5 Other SFOBB Seismic Safety Projects does not list the East
Viaduct.  Is the East Viaduct a pan of the East Span Rctroftt/Replacement project or is it a 14
separate project?

Page 2-8, Section 2.3  1 Main Span Types notes that the height ofthe new bridge, if
either                            5the Cable Stayed or Suspension Design Variation is selected would be 520 feet (58 m).

Please state to which datum you are refering (Mean Sea Level etc.)

Page 3-21, Section 3.2.4. Maritime Operations Please change the word "channel" in the                           6
beginning of the second sentence in the second paragraph to read: "The main navigation
opening between SFOBB Piers E-2 and E-3 is used..."

Page 3-25, Table 3.3-1 depicts the maximum height of Yerba Buena Island is 328 feet (100
m)   Again, please state to which datum you are referring                                                                                       7

Page 4-25, Chapter 4, No-Build Alternative.  Please add a sentence at the end
ofthe                            1  8paragraph to read. "Existing fender systems would be repaired"

2
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Page 4-25, Chapter 4, Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative. Please reword the existing
final sentence as two sentences to read "The alternative would maintain a width of at least
146.6 m (481 ft.) between piers in the main navigation openin& and a vertical clearance of
42 meters (138 ft.) over mean high water. The resulting channel width while slightly less                               9
than the 500 feet (152.4 m.) recommended by the Coast Guard (footnote 3) would be
adequate for navigation". Finally, please add the following sentences at the end of the
paragraph: "Following construction of Piers E2A and E28 in the existing main navigation
opening pier protection would be needed at least in the three new main navigation openings.
The Coast Guard is evaluating whether or not pier protection would be needed in other
navigation openings."

Page 4-26, fourth paragraph. Please change the word "standards" to "recommendations." 110
Page 4-26, Section 4.2.5 Air Trame references the height of the new bridge would be over
200 fL (61 m.), but doesn't reference the proposed 520 ft. (58 m.) tower height. Again

0-                   111state to which datum you are referring.

Page A-1 Figure 1-1 gives a visual representation ofthe existing bridge and Yerba Buena
Island. It would be helpful to readers to show heights ott this diagram so that they might
compare the height ofthe existing bridge, the new bridge, and Yerba Buena Island.  Also, on 12
this diagram there is a segment of the bridge between the East Viaduct and the tunnel which
is not identified.  Is that part ofthe East Vmduct?

Thank you for the opportunity to review the document. If you have any questions, please do not
hesitate to contact me or Jerry Olmes, at (510) 437-3514.

4,                       Sinwrelh

W. R Till
Chief, Bridge Section
U.S. Coast Guard
By direction ofthe District Commander

Encl: (1) Letter from Perry A. Haviland dated November 3, 1998

Copy:  Commandant (GOPT), U.S. Coast Guard
Commander, Coast Guard Pacific Area
Commander, Maintenance and Logistics Command, Pacific (s)
Commanding Officer, US. Coast Guard Group San Francisco
Commanding Officer, U. S. Coast Guard MSO San Francisco Bay
U. S. Federal Highway Administration, Attn: J. R. Schultz

3
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United States Coast Guard Letter dated 11/20/1998

Comment 1
The selected alternative would be subject to permits and approvals cited by the USCG:

•    New Bridge Permit - Caltrans would submit a new permit application.  No
construction shall commence prior to USCG approval of the permit.

• Prior Approvals - A certification or waiver under the federal Clean Water Act
(Section 401) would be obtained by Caltrans for the selected alternative prior to
start of construction.  A BCDC Major Permit would be obtained by Caltrans for the
selected alternative prior to commencement of project construction. The permit
would include a finding of consistency with the Commission's amended Coastal
Zone Management Program for San Francisco Bay.  FHWA has made a conformity
determination pursuant to the Clean Air Act (please see Section 4.4.3 - Air Quality
Conformity). Caltrans would obtain necessary easements and right-of-way
following publication of the ROD and prior to project construction.

• Navigational Clearances Consistency with USCG navigational clearances is
noted.

• Location Caltrans would coordinate with the USCG Marine Safety Office to
ensure that vessels can transit the construction zone safely. The selected
alternative would not impact USCG vessel access to YBI during construction.

•    General - Intent of the USCG to adopt this EIS as the environmental document for
the bridge permit amendment is noted.

Comment 2
The requested edit has been made to the document.

Comment 3
The requested edit has been made to the document.

Comment 4
The East Viaduct was primarily retrofitted as part of the Interim Retrofit Project on the
East Span.  Part of the East Viaduct would need to be modified to accommodate the
new East Span.

Comment 5
Mean Sea Level (MSL) in the NAD83 vertical datum is used for this project.  The
sentence has been revised to include MSL.

Comment 6
"Channel" has been replaced with "main navigation opening" as requested.
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               Comment 7The maximum height of YBI  is 103 meters (338 feet) above MSL. This information  has
been added to Table 3.3-1.

Comment 8
As requested, the sentence "Existing fender systems would be repaired." has been
added to the No-Build Alternative discussion under Section 4.2.4- Marine Traffic.

Comment 9
The requested edits concerning the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative have been
made to the document.

Comment 10
The requested edit has been made to the document.

Comment 11
The discussion has been revised to include MSL and the height of the tower.

Comment 12
Showing heights on this figure conflicts with the intent of this drawing. This figure is
only meant to show the extent of the various projects related to the Bay Bridge.
However, Figure 2-9- Typical Profile in Appendix A has been edited to show
elevations of the existing bridge, new bridge (including the tower), YBI, and the

                    Oakland Touchdown.
The unidentified portion in Figure 1-1 in Appendix A is part of the "East Viaduct"
section. The figure has been revised accordingly.
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/esl"4-

  * 4 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION DC

75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

NOV  2 3 1111

Jeffrey A. Lindley
Division Administrator
Federal Highway Administration-California Division
980 Ninth Street Suite 400
Sacramento, California 95814-2724

Dear Mr. Lindley:

The US. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the San Francisco-Oakland Bay
Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project, located both in the County ofAlameda and
the City and County ofSan Francisco, California. Our comments are provided pursuant

to Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and
the Council on Environmental Quality's (CEQ) Regulations for Implementing NEPA (40
CFR Parts 1500-1508).

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and the California Department of
Tmnsportation (Caltrans) in cooperation with the U.S. Coast Guard are proposing to
either seismically upgrade the existing bridge or to replace the eastern span to cstabHsh a

1
San Francisco Bay (Bay) crossing which would withstand a maximum credible
earthquake (MCE) and provide a *lifetime oonnection" between San Francisco and

Oakland.  The DEIS evaluates five alternatives including: No Action; retrofitting the
existing east span structure; and three optional east span replacement alignments (one

alignment south of the existing structure and two alignments to the north).  All of the

replacement options would include the dismantling and removal of the existing east span
structure. Construction activities for each of these replacement options would include

dredging, pile driving, and the use ofexplosives. FHWA/Caltrans propose to dispose of
the dredged materials, estimated to be as much as 712,000 cubic yards. in the Bay at the

Alcatraz Disposal Site.  With the exception of No Action, all alternatives would affect
eastbound and westbound traffic crossing the bridge to varying degrees and for varying
lengths of time during retrofit activities. A preferred alternative has not been identified.

In reviewing the DEIS, the EPA has identified critical areas in which pertinent
readily available information is absent  We are particularly concerned by the lack of
information on hazardous materials and a full analysis of air and water quality impacts
associated with dredging and dredge materials disposal activities directly related to the
East Span Project. We believe that the absence ofthis information within the DEIS is a

P,inted am Ree*led PIPI.
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significant omission. Similarly, we are also concerned by the lack of a quantitative
cumulative impacts analysis of other projects within the geographic vicinity of the

proposed project including the absence of such information from retrofit activities

associated with the West Span of the Bay Bridge. The inclusion of such information in

the EIS at the draft stage is necessary to advise the public of potential environmental

impacts and provide the opportunity for public and agency review and eemment.

EPA staff and management have made this project a prionty both in California

and in W'ashington, D.C. Accordingly, we have worked closely with FHWA, Caltrans

and the other agencies since September 1997 and have consistently advised that the

dredging and disposal issues associated with a project of this scope should be addressed

in the DEIS. We reiterated the importance of these dredging-related issues in our
comments on the Administrative Draft EIS dated September  10,  1998. Our comments arc

not addressed in the DEIS. While we firmly believe that establishing a secure "lifeline
connection" between San Francisco and Oakland is ofparamount importance, we also
believe that the proposed project can and should help promote the long-term health and

viability of the San Francisco Bay.

In an October 26,1998 letter to you, the Dredge Material Management Office

(DMMO) - a multi-agency wortgroup, expressed concerns that the proposed project as

presented in the DES could be in conflict with the San Francisco Bay Long Tenn
Management Strategy BTMS). We fully concur with the concerns expressed by DMMO.                     1

The LTMS Programmatic Final EIS clearly states that one of the goals of the Long Term Cont.
Management Strategy is to target disposal of dredge materials to achieve 40% disposal in

upland sites for beneficial reuse and 40% to the ocean, which would leave only 20%
targeted for in-Bay disposal. We continue to be extremely concerned that the Alcatraz

Disposal Site (in-Bay) is the only option evaluated for disposal of dredge
materials  and                                                                                         

believe strongly that a discussion of disposal options in keeping with the LTMS disposal

goal should have been a fundamental objective ofthis DEIS.

Inasmuch as disposing ofdredge materials at Alcatraz, as proposed in the DEIS,
could prove to be inconsistent with Federal, State, and regional regulations, we view this,

along with the absence of information referenced earlier, as being inconsistent with one

of the fundamental goals ofNEPA - to create better actions through early public
involvement and disclosure, and with 40 CFR 1502.25, which states "to the fullest extent

possible, agencies shall prepare draft environmental impact statements concurrently with

and integrated with environmental impact analyses and related surveys and studies

required by...environmental review laws and executive orders."

To address these serious NEPA deficiencies, in mid-October we recommended

that the public comment period be extended, and an addendum to address the dredging-
related information missing from the DES be prepared and circulated for public and

agency review. Within that framework„ EPA could then have considered the totality of
information in developing our rating for this document. Although our recommendation

2
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was not accepted, at a November 3rd meeting, FHWA and Caltrans offered to prepare a

conceptual dredging "management plan" and circulate it for public review after the

current DES comment period closes. Responses to comments on the management plan

would be included in the FEIS. This approach was confirmed in your letter ofNovember

17, 1998. We continue to believe this information could have and should have been used

to supplement the existing EIS within an extended comment period andthat waiting until

the permitting stage of the project to provide the basic information and analyses identified

herein does not comply with NEPA.

Unfortunately, FHWA's approach provides the EPA with no otheraltemative but

to review the existing DEIS absent critical infonnation.  While we agree that the Bay

Bridge East Span can, and should, be replaced or repaired expeditiously, it is also

important that the public as well as the decisionmakers understand fully the ramifications

of the different dredging and dredge disposal options presented by this potential action.                                   1

This DEIS does not adequately address the options nor the potential ramifications ofthe Cont.
options.  Inkeeping,A h EPA's Policy and Proceduresfor the Review of Federal Actions

Impacting the Environment, we have, therefore, found the DEIS suflciently lacking in

critical information to assign the document a rating of  9 - Inadequate Information."

This rating indicates EPA's opinion that the DEIS does not meet the purposes ofNEPA

and our (Clean Air Act) Section 309 review. Accordingly, this project is a candidate for

refemal to the Council on Environmental Quality pursuant to 40 CFR 1504.1(b).  For a

more detailed explanation ofour rating system refer to the attached "Summaiy ofRating

                                  Definitions and Follow-up Action and, for a more focused discussion ofthe issues and

our recommendations, refer to our detailed comments, also attached.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the DEIS and would Me to meet

with you again to discuss these oritical issues. Mark Bartholomew ofmy staffwill

contact your office to arrange a meeting in the near future.  In the meantime, ifyou have

questions, please feel free to contact either Deanna Wieman, Deputy Director, Cross-

Media Division at (415) 744-1566, David Farrel, Chief, Federal Activities Office at (415)

744-1584, orhave your staff call Mr. Bartholomew at (415) 744-1522.

Yours,

U-
cia Marcus,

Regional Admimstrator

Atchs: Rating Summary
Detailed Comments

3
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Admin. DEIS Letter

Cc: John Shultz (FHWA)
Alan Hendrix (Caltrans)

Mara Melandry (Calbns)
Dan Hanis (FHWA)
LTC Peter Grass (COE)
Rob Lawrence (COE)
Dave Dwinnell (COE)
Steve Goldbeck (BCDC)
James Bybee (NMFS)
Mark Littlefield (USFWS)
Robert Hom (FTA)
Greg Walker (RWQCB)

Becky Ota (CDFG)
Mary Howe (SLC)
Dick Sanderson (EPA/OFA)
Pat Haman (EPA/OFA)
Brian Ross (WTR-2)
Rebecca Tuden (WTR-7)

bridge9.doc

4
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<                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                  EPACOMMENTS ON THEDEB FORTHE PROPOSED SF OAKLAND BAY BRIDGE RETROFrr PROJECr

DREDGING AND DREDGE MATERIAL DISPOSAL

The Long Term Management Strategy (LTMS)

Starting in 1990, a comprehensive, inter-agency approach combining and coordinating the
authorities and policies of the federal and state agencies responsible for dredged material
management in the San Francisco Bay Area was initiated.  The Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA), US. Army COIpS of Engineers (COE), Regional Water Quality Control
Board (RWQCB), Bay Conservation & Development Commission (BCDC), and the State
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) joined together with navigation interests,
fishing groups, environmental organizations, and the public in a cooperative effo t tO
establish a comprehensive Long Tenn Management Strategy (LTMS) for Bay Area
dredged material.  The fundamental goals of the L™S are to ensure that dredging and
dredge material disposal is undertaken and completed in an environmentally sound and

economically pmdent manner, to maximize the "beneficial reuse" ofdredge material, and
to develop a coordinated pennit review process for dredging projects.  The LTMS
Programmatic Policy Final EIS/Report (ROD to be signed Winter 1999) is an important
mlestone in the ongoing regional effort to minimize environmental impacts and
maximize environmental benefits of dredging and dredged material disposal in an
economically sound manner. Ultimately, the objective ofthe LTMS is to establish a
dredge material disposal policy of20 percent in-Bay disposal, 40 percent ocean disposal,
and 40 percent upland/wetland re-use ('*20/40/40'1.

The proposal brought forth in this DEIS is to dispose of all ofthe dredge materials, an
estimated maximum of712,000 cubic yards (cys), in-Bay at the Alcatraz site. Inasmuch
as the LTMS is nearing the end of its formulative stage and that "20/40/40" is expected to
be tile standard for disposal ofdredge materials, we are very concerned that not                                                   2

considering beneficial re-use, upland and ocean disposal options in the DEIS, could set a
negative precedent for future dredging proposals. We strongly recommend that FHWA
use "20/40/40" as the project standard forthis important undertaking. Completing an
analysis of the awil2hle disposal options and presenting those options within the NEPA
process is a critical aspect of establishing a full perspective of the potential environmental
impacts associated with the project This information should be made available to the
public,prior to issuing the Final EIS (FEIS) for the project.

Hazardous Materials

We are extremely concerned that the DEIS lacks a specific
analysis ofthe proposed                                         3project's direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to the aquatic environment from

1
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hazardous materials which could be resuspended by dredging and disposal. Equally
disconcerting is the lack of information on the basic chemistry and toxicity of any
potential hazardous materials which could be resuspended by dredging. Without specific                     4
information, we must infer that dredging could increase organics and/or metals in the
water column, which, in turn, could result in adverse environmental impacts. It would be
helpful for the public to understand the nature of the sediments and the anticipated
environmental effects ofdredging and disposing ofthese materials prior to issuing the
FEIS.

Sediment testing previously conducted for possible pier placement for the seismic retrofit
of the existing structure (approximately 264,000 cys), does not reflect the depth nor
location where dredging is being proposed now (approximately 712,000 cys). Previous
testing was completed only to a depth of 6 feet rather than 20  feet - as called  for in the
current dredging proposal. The actual location of the proposed dredging has yet to be                              5
identified.  A site plan delineating the proposed dredging footprint and a schematic
showing the proposed depth and typical profile should be provided to the public prior to
issuing the FEIS.

A chemical analysis and toxicity testing of sediments were not included in the DES.
Given the agreements contained in the multi-agency National Environmental Policy Act
and  Clean  Water Act Section  404  Integration Process for  Surface  Transportation
Projects in Arizona, California, and Nevada Memorandum of Understanding (NEPA/404
MOU), it would have been advankageous to have such information in the DEIS.  The
timing ofpresenting this information to the public and agencies associated with the
NEPA/404 MOU is critical in identifying the Least Environmentally Damaging
Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) pursuant to Clean Water Act Section 404 since
sediment characterization is necessary before the LEDPA can be accurately selected.  In                           6
keeping with the NEPA/404 MOU, the LEDPA should be identified prior to circulation
of the FEIS. Throughout our involvement in this project, Caltrans has consistently
indicated that they intend to dispose of the dredge material in-bay, if permitted. EPA, in
turn, has consistently insisted that an analysis ofdisposal options should be included in
the DEIS to assist in identifying the LEDPA We believe that the disposal issues have
not been adequately addressed within this DEIS.  We acknowledge the need to press
forward on this important project, however, we strongly recommend that at minimum
grain size and chemistry characterization should be completed prior to identifying a
preferred alternative and circulating the FEIS.

We are also troubled by the conclusion stated in the DEIS that the dredged sediments will
not cause adverse affects to marine biota when disposed of at the Alcatraz disposal site.
We believe this conclusion may be premature since the material to be dredged has yet to
be tested. We recommend that the FEIS include a statement of conclusion which                                    7
accurately reflects the results of sediment characterization and also addresses the
suitability of the material for disposal as beneficial reuse, as appropriate.

2
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Issues Identified by the Dredged Material Management Omce (DMMO)

The DMMO, in a letter to FHWA/Caltrans, dated October 26, 1998, concluded that the
"DEIS's analysis ofdredging and dredged material disposal associated with the project is
inadequate and ofmore concern, is somewhat misleading." We concur forthe following
reasons:

* The DEIS states that the DMMO has conceptually granted approval for in-bay
disposal  Aculally, the DMMO has not approved the project volumes that are
discussed within the DEIS, in concept or otherwise.                                                                                                                 8

* The DEIS states that up to 712,000 cys ofmaterial may be dredged.   This is a
substandal increase over the original estimate of264,000 cys, a figure upon which
early planning was based.

* New sediment testing requirements have been put into effect since the DMMO
made its initial «suitability detemiination" in 1996.  'Ihese new requirements
would apply to this project and could change the complexion ofthe disposal
options. The lead agencies were infonned on July 8,1998 that the 1996 DMMO
"suitability determination" no longer applies to this project

* On July 8, 1998, the lead agencies were advised that *e in-bay disposal option
would tinlikely be accepted as the T.RDPA. The lead agencies were further advised
that beneficial re-use options should be evaluated first followed by upland and

                                                                         ocean disposal, and that in-bay disposal would only be considered
if these options

could be clearly established as being not pradcable.  None of this informadon                                                      9

and coordination is reflected in the DEIS,

Without data on the relative volumes ofphysically, chemically, and biologically suitable

material, it is not possible to determine the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative
environmental impacts ofdredging and disposing of thit material  EPA has discussed
this issue at length with FHWA/Caltimis.  We have also identified several feasible
beneficial re-use options for consideration, such as the proposedMontezuma Wetlands
and Hamilton Weuands restoradon projects; we suggested considering habitat restoration

10at another close location which is already owned by the California State Lands
Commission; and, we suggested considering the use ofthe suitable materials as
construction fill for other projects. These disposal options were not evaluated in the
DEIS.

Aclear discussion ofdredging and disposal options and the potential adverse impacts that
may be associated such activities are critical elements ofthe project and NEPA
document As such, this information should be circulated for fullpublic review, before                                               11

completing the FEIS. In discussing the topic of dredging and dredge materials disposal

3

San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project FEIS Page 1 -46



1

Volume 11: Section 1 - DEIS Comments and Responses
United States Environmental Protection Agency 11/23/1998

with FHWA/Caltrans, it is apparent that information missing in the DEIS would be
addressed at the permit stage ofthe project. While it may be strategically advantageous
to defer providing information until the permitting stage, NEPA requires full public
disclosure.  With its lack ofdredging information and no evaluation ofdisposal options,
we believe the DEIS does not meet that public disclosure requirement. The Council on

11Environmental Quality's "40 Questions" supports early disclosure by stating clearly that
"Agencies must integrate the NEPA process into other planning at the earliest possible Cont.
time to insure that planning and decisions reflect environmental values, to avoid delays
later in the process, and to head off potential conflicts." We recommend that the
information described herein be compiled and circulated for public review and comment
to the maximum extent possible prior to the publication of the FEIS. The discussion
should also include all information necessary to ensure that the apparent mis-statements
contained in the DES are appropriately and accurately addressed.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The DEIS provides insufficient information on the acreage, location, and functions of
existing special aquatic sites and important resources (wetlands, mudflats, and eelgrass 12
beds) in the proposed project area. In particular, FHWA's subsequent NEPA document
should include a map identifying the existing natural resources (including acreage) and
the specific areas of those resources which would be directly and indirectly impacted by
the proposed project.

The DEIS has identified sixteen special status wildlife species in the vicinity ofthe
project area. Special status species are defined as either endangered and/or threatened
species protected under the Endangered Species Act and marine mammals protected
under the Marine Mammal Protection Act. Protected species which could experience
negative adverse impacts from dredging and disposal activities include the Winter-run
Spring-run, Fall-run Chinook Salmon, Central California-coast Steelhead, Central
California-valley Steelhead, Green Sturgeon, Longfin Smelt, Peregrine Falcon, and 13
Harbor Seal.  We are particularly concerned that resuspension ofdredge material and use
of explosives could adversely affect protected species. Since neither the DES, the
Biological Assessment, nor the Biological Opinion specifically describe the proposed
dredging and disposal options in detail, it appears that the direct, indirect, and cumulative
adverse impacts to these species may not have been fully considered.  Once the dredging
and disposal details are developed, the biological aspects of the project may need to be
revisited. This could necessitate re-coordination with the appropriate jurisdictional
agencies. FHWA should ensure that these agencies are aware of the lack ofdredging
information in the DES and they should be advised that additional material is
forthcoming for their consideration.

Upland and the ocean disposal sites, which have yet to be evaluated, could also have

4
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endangered species present Once optional disposal sites are evaluated, FHWA should 13
re-engage the US. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries Service to
ensure that any additional protection requirements are factored into the project and

Cont.
project decsionmaking. This information should be included in the FEIS.

AIR QUALITY

The DEIS does not contain an analysis ofthe air emissions resulung from dredging and
disposal ofthe dredge material. FHWA should quantify the emissions resulting from the 14
dredging, disposal and other construction activities and present this information in the
FEIS.   1he FEIS should also discuss the applicability ofthe Clean Air Act Section 176

conformity requirements. Ifa conformity analysis is necessary, the conformity
determination should be provided.   If the analysis indicates that the activities will be non- 15
conforming, strategies to ensure conformity must also be presented in the FEIS as part of
the determination.

One ofthe major goals of the East Span Seismic Safety Project is to provide a «lifeline
connection" between the Peninsula and the East-Bay. Coupling that goal with the need to
move more people more efficiently between the Peninsula and the East Bay over the
proposed 150 year life of the project, and an ongoing need to help reduce vehicle 16

                                                   emissions
by providing additional mass transit opportunities, it may be prudent to

consider bridge-based rail options at this stage.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

The FEIS should include an expanded discussion ofcumulative impacts. That discussion
should include impacts from other projects within the geographic vicinity of the proposed
project, such as, but not limited to, the West Span Retrofit Project, the Benecia Martinez
Bridge Project, the San Mateo/Hayward Bridge Project, the Carquinez Bridge Project, the 17
Ports ofOakland and Richmond Deepening Projects, the maintenance dredging projects
scheduled for Alcataz Disposal during the project's constuction period, and other
projects which affect the environment.  The public should be apprised ofthe range of
projects and potential direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental impacts from those
projects in keeping with 40 CFR 1502.16 (b), 1508.7, 1508.8, and 1508.25.

5
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SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS

This rating system  was developed as a meam to summarize EPA's level of concern with a proposed action.
The ratings  are a combination of alphabetical catego[ies for evaluation of the environmental impacts of the
proposal and numerical categories for evaluation of the adequacy of the EIS.

ENVIRONMENTAL rMPACT OF THE ACTION

"LO"  (Lack of Objections)
The EPA Bview '                '      -    '      Y l

...... *

i the-

proposal. ne review may have disclosed opportunities  for application of mitigation measures thatcould be
accomplished with no more titan minor changes to the proposal.

"EC" (Environmental Collc€rns)
The EPA review has identified enviroomental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the
environment. Corrective measums may requite changes to the prefermd alternative or application of mitigation
measures that can reduce the environmental impact EPA would like to work with the lead agency to reduce
these impacts.

"EO" (Environmental Objections)
The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that must be avoided in order to provide
adequate protection for & environment Conective nleast= may require substantial changes to the preferred
alternative or consideration of some other project alternative Oncluding the no action alternative or a new

alternative). EPA iqtends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts

"EU" {Environmentally  Unsatisfactory)
The EPA review ' ...-

- '  .  ..  ..yam.

'   ,      '   : EPA intends to work
with  the lead agency to  red=  these  pacts. If the potentially unsisfactory impacts  are not corrected  at  the

final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended for refesal to the CEQ.

Category 1" (Adequate)
EPA I '

.......

of the alternatives reasonably availabk to the projectoractioa No firtilerahalysis ordatacollection is necessag,
but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or infor.nntion.

"Category 2" (Insuflcient Information)
71  0 --' -PA to fully assess mvironmentalimpacts that should

be avoided in order to fully 1
.. --

alternatives that am within the spectrum of alternatives =lysed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the
environmental impacts of the action  ·Ihe identified additional information, dat  analyses, or discussion should
be included in the final EIS.

"Category 3" (Inadequate)
EPA does not believe that  the draft EIS  adequately assesses  pote ally significant covitonmental impacts  of tile
action. or the EPA mviewer has identified new.
of alternatives analysed in the draft EIS. which should bc analy=d in ordcr to reduce the potentially siinificant

environmental impacts. EPA believes thattheidentified additional information, data. analyses, or discussions are
ofsucha magnimdethattheyshouldhave full public reviewatadraft stage, EPA does not believe that thedn,ft
EIS is adequate for the  purposes  of the NEPA and/or Section 309  review.  and thus should be formaUy revised and
made available for public comment in a supplcmental or revised draft EIS. On the 1-i. of the potential significant

impacts involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ.

*From EPA Manual  1640, "Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment"
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United States Environmental Protection Agency Region IX Letter dated
11 /23/1998

Comment 1
This comment summarizes EPA comments on the DEIS. Responses are provided to
specific comments below.

Comment 2
A DMMP (please see Appendix M) has been prepared by Caltrans to address the
EPA's concerns related to dredged material reuse/disposal.  The DMMP was published
in June  1999 and circulated for public review and comment for 30 days. Responses to
the comments received are provided in the FEIS in Volume Il: Section 2 - DMMP
Comments and Responses.

The DMMP presents refined estimates of potential dredged volumes, impacts of
dredging and dredged material disposal, and evaluates reuse/disposal options.  It
should be noted that since publication of the DMMP in June 1999, estimated dredged
volumes have been further refined and the new estimated quantities are presented in
Section 4.14.10- Construction Excavation and Dredging and in an errata sheet
attached to the DMMP in Appendix M. Caltrans proposes that most of the dredged
material be beneficially reused at upland wetland sites, provided such sites accept
material during the periods when the East Span Project construction activities would
generate dredged material and that such sites are cost-effective. If approved sites are
not available or found to be not cost-effective, Caltrans may beneficially reuse materials            
at landfill sites as daily cover or dispose of materials at the deep ocean disposal site.
During construction of new piers and footings, a small amount of dredged material,
approximately 460 cubic meters (4600 cubic yards) on a monthly basis, is being
proposed for in-Bay disposal. The reuse/disposal plan being proposed for this
individual project is consistent with the LTMS policy of 20/40/40.

Comment 3
Impacts of dredging and dredged material reuse/disposal are addressed in the DMMP.
The East Span Project as well as other dredging projects as defined in the LTMS have
been evaluated in the cumulative analysis (see Section 4.15.19- Cumulative Impacts.
Dredging). Chapter 8 - Cumulative Benefits and Impacts of the LTMS may also be
referred to for additional details.

A Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) was prepared by Caltrans and was approved by
the DMMO in May  1999. A Sediment Sampling and Analysis Report was completed  by
Caltrans in June 2000 and is available for review at the Caltrans District 4 Public
Information Office and at selected libraries listed in the Preface of the FEIS. This report
summarizes the results of testing to determine the quality of materials. The sediments
encountered during the testing were primarily silt and clay. Chemical analyses
indicated that although some metals were detected in site sediments at levels
exceeding San Francisco Estuary ambient concentrations, the majority of organic and
inorganic analyte concentrations in site sediments were similar to concentrations
detected in baseline sediments. Solid phase bioassays to evaluate the effect of site                
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sediments on benthic organisms indicated that sediments from several locations near
the Oakland Touchdown are not suitable for aquatic disposal (in-Bay or ocean) or for
beneficial reuse at upland wetland sites.

In its letter of October 31,  2000 (see Appendix G for a copy of the letter), the  DMMO
made the following conclusions regarding the disposal of dredged materials:

•    Up to 248,219 cubic meters (324,681 cubic yards) of site sediments are suitable for
unconfined aquatic disposal; and

•   Up to 319,181 cubic meters (417,503 cubic yards) of site sediments are suitable for
beneficial reuse at upland wetland sites.

Any sediment not suitable for the above sites would be properly disposed of at a
landfill. See Section 4.14.10 - Construction Excavation and Dredging for a discussion
of project dredging quantities.

The proposed dredging operations would increase the suspended sediment
concentration in the water column near the dredging area and, thus, could resuspend
metals and organic compounds. Several studies of metals released during dredging
operations have been conducted in various parts of the U.S. and were reported in the
Port of Oakland 50-foot Dredging Project EIS. Results of these studies as well as
modeling conducted for the Port of Oakland indicate that metals and organic

                compounds that may
be resuspended during dredging would not cause San Francisco

Bay water quality objectives to be exceeded. Mitigation measures to minimize impacts
to biological resources, such as the implementation of a turbidity control program,
which may possibly include turbidity curtains, would also protect water quality.
Caltrans is currently evaluating the effectiveness, feasibility, and design of turbidity
curtains.

Impacts related to reuse/disposal of the material are expected to be minimal as only
sediments that are deemed suitable by the DMMO would be allowed to be placed at
aquatic disposal and reuse sites. Chemical, physical, and toxicity criteria as well as
volume limitations have been set for the various reuse/disposal sites addressed in the
DMMP (e.g., Hamilton and deep ocean). These criteria and volume limitations account
for impacts to the environment and are established to limit the impacts at the sites to
less than significant levels. Any materials determined to be unsuitable for aquatic
disposal would be appropriately disposed upland at a landfill licensed to receive the
material.

Comment 4
Please see response to Comment 3 above.

Comment 5
Please see Figures 2-21 through 2-22 in Appendix A. These figures identify potential
dredging activities for each build alternative, including barge access channels.

                 Alternative) to a depth of 3.7 meters (12 feet) as approved by the DMMO. Barge
Sediment testing has been performed for Replacement Alternative N-6 (Preferred
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access locations vary depending on alternative and are typically to depths to provide               
enough water for barges to float. The typical width of the barge access channel would
be 50  meters (165 feet).  Most of the barge access channel would have a depth of 4.3
meters (14 feet). The access channel adjacent to the Oakland Touchdown would be
reduced to a 3.7-meter (12-foot) depth and the width of the channel narrowed to 45
meters (150 feet) to minimize the impacts of dredging on special aquatic sites.

Comment 6
A SAP was implemented. The Sediment Sampling and Analysis Report summarizes the
testing results relative to grain size and chemistry characterization. Results of the
sampling will be used in establishing reuse/disposal sites will be used.  EPA and ACOE
have agreed on the determination of the Preferred Alternative as the LEDPA.  See
correspondence in Appendix F- NEPA/404 Integration Process.   The East Span
Project is a seismic safety project, not a dredging project; therefore, the disposal of
dredged material and sediment characterization are not factors in determining
practicability or comparing alternatives.

Comment 7
Impacts of dredged material disposal at the Alcatraz site are discussed in Section 5.1
of the DMMP (Appendix M).  The DMMO letter of October 31, 2000 concluded that up
to 248,219 cubic meters (324,681 cubic yards) are suitable for unconfined aquatic
disposal in-Bay and 319,181 cubic meters (417,503 cubic yards) are suitable for reuse
at upland wetland sites. Caltrans recognizes the limitations in using the Alcatraz site
and only proposes to take a small monthly amount (460 cubic meters [600 cubic
yards]) to this location during construction of new piers and footings. This phase is                 
expected to last approximately 26 months, resulting in approximately 12,000 cubic
meters (15,600 cubic yards) of dredged material proposed for the Alcatraz site.

Comment 8
•    The referenced statement in Section 2.6.1 - Construction Activities, Retrofit

Existing Structure Alternative regarding approval has been deleted. The intent of
the statement was to document that the DMMO had previously determined that
most of the materials to be dredged for the previously reviewed retrofit project were
"suitable for aquatic disposal." The previously reviewed retrofit project has  been
included in the DEIS and FEIS as the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative.

•   The total volume of dredged material expected to be generated by the Preferred
Alternative has been reduced from the 543,000 cubic meters (710,000 cubic yards)
estimated in the DEIS to approximately 413,000 cubic meters (540,000 cubic yards)
as a result of refining the construction techniques.

•    A SAP was prepared by Caltrans and approved by the DMMO on May 14, 1999.
The SAP conforms to revised testing procedures and includes sampling at multiple
locations along the Preferred Alternative alignment and at potential representative
reuse/disposal locations.
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               Comment 9The dredged material reuse/disposal options are not East Span Project alternatives;
rather they are options for disposal of dredged materials to be generated by any of the
build alternatives. It should be noted that the LEDPA (determined to be Replacement
Alternative N-6 by the EPA and ACOE) is for the East Span Project and not for the
disposal of dredged materials.

The DMMP (in Appendix M) includes evaluation of numerous reuse/disposal options
and combinations of these options.  The list was narrowed to a smaller set based on
availability, cost, existing technology, and location. The alternatives analyzed in detail
in the DMMP include in-Bay (SF-11), ocean (SF-DODS), the Hamilton Wetlands
Restoration Project, Montezuma Wetlands restoration, sidecasting and upland disposal
at various landfills. Caltrans proposes to beneficially reuse a majority of the material at
upland wetland sites, provided such sites accept material during the periods when
East Span Project construction activities would generate dredged material and that
such sites are cost-effective. If approved sites are not available or found to be not
cost-effective, Caltrans may beneficially reuse materials at landfill sites as daily cover
or dispose of materials at the deep ocean disposal site. In addition, Caltrans proposes
to beneficially reuse some dredged materials and excavated sand to restore portions
of the barge access channel for eelgrass habitat. A small amount of dredged material
per month from construction of piers would be allocated to the Alcatraz site. Caltrans
proposes to send approximately 460 cubic meters (600 cubic yards) per month during
pier construction to the in-Bay site for disposal.

                 In its comment letter of August 20, 1999 on the DMMP, EPA concurred with
Caltrans/FHWA's preferred combination of reuse/disposal options. This letter can be
found in Volume 11: Section 2 - DMMP Comments and Responses of this FEIS.

Comment 10
Please see response to Comment 9 above regarding beneficial reuse options that were
considered. Land owned by the California State Lands Commission was determined to
be considerably farther away from the project site as compared to other possible
locations, resulting in higher disposal costs. Caltrans investigated using dredged
materials as roadway fill, but it was determined that this was not feasible due to
compaction problems inherent in dredged material. In addition, transportation of
dredged material to other construction projects would increase project costs
significantly.

Comment 11
The DEIS disclosed the anticipated quantities of dredged material to be generated by
each build alternative. Similar quantities, construction methods, and potential impacts
would result from construction of any of the build alternatives. Additional detail
concerning dredging activities required to construct the alternatives and dredged
material disposal options is provided in the DMMP (Appendix M). Also, see updated
Section 4.14.10 - Construction Excavation and Dredging in the FEIS and an errata
sheet attached to the DMMP in Appendix M.  The DMMP documents the potential
dredging impacts of the identified Preferred Alternative as well as for the other build

                           alternatives.   The DMMP
was published  in June  1999 and circulated for public review
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and comment for 30 days to provide additional and updated information to the public;               
responses to the comments on the DMMP are provided in the FEIS in Volume 11:
Section 2 - DMMP Comments and Responses.

Comment 12
Areas where project construction activities would impact natural resources are shown
on Figures 4-21 through 4-24 in Appendix A. Functions of existing special aquatic sites
and wetland resources are discussed in Section 3.9.4-Wetlands and Waters of the
United States. Please refer to Section 4.9.2 and 4.14.8 of the EIS for impacts to special
aquatic sites.

Comment  13
Impacts to special status species from dredging activities are addressed in the DMMP
(Appendix M) and in Section 4.14.8 - Temporary Impacts During Construction,
Natural Resources. Resource agency representatives have been involved and have
provided recommendations in the development of the Biological Assessment and
DMMP. The USFWS, in its letter of August 31, 1999 (in Appendix G), notified FHWA
that the peregrine falcon was removed from the Endangered Species List on August
25, 1999, and that consultation under the Federal Endangered Species Act was no
longer required. Measures to avoid or minimize impacts to special status species were
incorporated into the Biological Opinion for the project rendered by the National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) on September 23, 1999 (Appendix G). These measures are
also listed in Section 4.14.8. The Biological Opinion was not completed by NMFS until
after issuance of the DMMP and the DEIS.

Potential impacts to special status species present at dredged material reuse/disposal
sites would be addressed by the managing entities of the reuse/disposal sites.
Impacts and mitigation for these sites would be included in environmental
documentation prepared for each reuse/disposal project and would not be part of the
East Span Project.

The proposed dredging operations would increase suspended sediment
concentrations in the water column surrounding the dredging area; however, the
sediments would settle relatively soon after the completion of the dredging activities.

The use of detonations has been withdrawn due to potential adverse impacts to marine
life.

A discussion of cumulative impacts to special status species can be found in the FEIS
in Section 4.15.13 - Cumulative Impacts, Natural Resources - Special Status
Species.

Comment 14
The FHWA has concluded that the East Span Project is subject to the Transportation
Conformity Rule and thus does not require a Clean Air Act General Conformity
assessment.  As such, quantification of construction emissions is not required. After
consultation with the EPA, an air quality evaluation of dredging operations was
completed as part of the DMMP to address its concerns. The analysis concluded that              
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                the emissions from dredging would represent an insignificant portion of the total Bay
Area emissions.

Caltrans would provide the air quality analysis to allow the ACOE to comply with the
Clean Air Act.

Comment 15
Section  176(c) of the Clean Air Act (CAA), as amended  in 1990, establishes criteria and
procedures by which the FHWA, the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), and
metropolitan planning organizations determine the conformity of federally funded or
approved highway and transit plans, programs, and projects to state air quality
implementation plans. Conformity ensures that transportation plans, programs, and
projects do not produce new air quality violations. The East Span Project is federally
approved and will use federal funds and, as such, must comply with transportation
conformity regulations.

A project is considered to be from a conforming program if the following conditions are
met:

(1) The project is included in the conforming Transportation Improvement Program
(TIP) and the design concept and scope of the project were adequate at the time of
the TIP conformity determination to determine its contribution to the TIP's regional
emissions, and the project design concept and scope have not changed

                      significantly
from those which were described in the TIP; and

(2) If the project describes a project design concept and scope which includes
project-level emissions mitigation or control measures, written commitments to
implement such measures must be obtained from the project sponsor and/or
operator in order for the project to be considered from a conforming program.

This project is included in the 2000/01 Federal Statewide Transportation Improvement
Program (FSTIP), which includes as a component the TIP developed by the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC).  MTC's TIP was jointly approved by
FHWA and FTA on October 5, 2000. The design concept and scope of the proposed
project have not changed since inclusion into this document. Further details can be
found in Section 4.4.3 - Air Quality Conformity of the EIS.

Comment 16
Providing a lifeline vehicular connection is the primary purpose of the East Span
Seismic Safety Project (see Section 1.1 - Project Purpose). Rail connection across
the Bay is envisioned as BART in the regional transit plan.  MTC is currently studying
transit service options in the Transbay Corridor, especially the possibility of rail.
Studies already completed include a long-term capital and operating cost analysis for
various transit options for the Transbay Transit Terminal and a feasibility analysis of rail
on the SFOBB. A study examining the possibility of non-SFOBB transbay rail crossings
will be completed  by fall 2002. See Section 2.5- Accommodation of Multi-Modal
Strategies for additional details of the studies completed or being conducted by MTC.

                The East Span replacement alternatives would not preclude light-rail transit (LRT)
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should these studies find rail feasible and decision-makers choose to fund and                        
construct a LRT system as a separate future project on the SFOBB East Span.

Comment 17
Section 4.15- Cumulative Impacts has been revised and expanded. The referenced
projects have been considered in the expanded discussion, but not necessarily
included depending on the geographic context for the various evaluations. Indirect
impacts have been addressed through the FEIS.
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...'""„..

i          DEPARTMENT

OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES Public Health Service

Centers for Disease Control

and Prevention (CDC)
Atlanta GiA 30341-3724

November 5, 1998

Mara Melandry
Caltrans District 4
111 Grand Avenue

9.0. Box 23660)
Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Dear Ms. Metandry:

We have completed our review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)/Statutory
Exemption for the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project. We are

responding on behalf of the U.S. Public Health Service, Department of Health and Human

Services.

Caltrans proposes to ensure a lifelinevehicular connection between Yerba Buena Island in San

Francisco and the SFOBB Toll Plaza in Oakland by seismic upgrading ofthe existing East Span.
The existing bridge has been in use since 1936, and needs to be replaced, or retrofitted because it

is not expected to withstand a maximum credible earthquake (MCE), it does not meet "lifeline"
criteria for providing emergency relief access following an MCE, nor does it meet current
operation and safety design standards. We believe the purpose for the proposed project has been                   1

adequately justified, however, we noted that a preferred alternative was not presented in this
DES.   As a general comment, we believe it is always more beneficial to reviewers to have the

sponsor identify a preferred alternative in the draft document. Although we choose not to support
one alternative over another, it appears that each ofthe replacement alternatives may fulfil the
described purpose, and unlike the retrofit, would also support the goals of all pedestrian/bicycle

plans.

We note that because ofthe emergent nature ofthis project it is exempt by statute from the

provisions ofthe California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and the DEIS is prepared

pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). We believe that our potential
concerns have been addressed for each ofthe alternatives, including proper disposal ofdredged

material, construction hazardous waste handling water quality, and a worker safety and Health

Plan. We concur that permanent control measures should be seriously considered to control and

minimize the discharge of pollutants to the Bay to the extem practicable. With appropriate
2

mitigation adequately implemented, we believe each alternative could be successfully constructed

with minimal long term adverse impacts.
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Page 2 - Ms. Melandry

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this DEIS. Please send us a copy ofthe
Final EIS, and any future environmental impact statements which may indicate potential public
health impact and are developed under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

Sincerely,

14-2.W.1 4
Kenneth W. Holt, MSEH
Special Programs Group (F16)
National Center for Environmental Health
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Department of Health & Human Services Letter dated 11/5/1998

Comment 1
The Preferred Alternative (Replacement Alternative N-6) was identified following the
circulation of the DEIS so that public and agency comments on the DEIS could be
considered in the process of identifying the preferred alternative.

Comment 2
Comments noted.
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United States Department of the

Interior        
\.......1 OFFICEOFTHE SECRETARY .....----I

)'   69'4  
Washington. D.C 20240 00,/ED·09/IED

ER- 98/627

DISTRIBUTED

OEC 18 1998 2/22/99

Mr. Jeffrey Lindley
Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration
980 Ninth Street Suite 140
Sacramento, California 95814-2724

Dear Mr. Lindley:

This is in response to the mquest for the Department of the Interiots comments on  he Doft Environmental

Impact StatemenI (DEIS)/Stanitory Exempdon/Section 4(0 Evalua[ion for the San Francisco-Oakland Bay
Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project (SFOBB Projeco (I-80 beiween Yerba Buena Island and Oakland).

San Francisco and Alameda Coundes. California.

SECTION 4(ft EVALUATION COMMENTS

We concur that there is no prudent and feasible alternative to the proposed project. if project objec ves are

to be mei. However. we do not believe that all possible planning has been done to minimize hern to Secdon                                    1

4(, resources.

Park and Recreation Resources

Although the Sedon *f) Evaluadon indicotes that no park or te=don amas will be affected by the proposed
project. the Nuional Park Service (NPS) has pardcipated in a series of planning meetitigs mgarding the
proposed gateway pabc at the Oaldand Touchdown. The NPS's interest is based upon authori[y to uansfer

pordons of surplus Federal land as a public beneficconveyance for paic and mcmational use. In October 1997,
the  Enst Bay Regional Park Disnict proposed the designation of a  14.7-acre poxion of the Oakland Army Base

in the vicinity of Oakland Touchdown for park use. We understand thaI chis proposal  has been accepred by                                           2
rhe Oakland Base Reuse Authority (OBRA) as a part of the reuse plan for the Oatdand Army Base. The OBRA

is recognized by the Department of Defense as the tocal authority responsible for establishing the future land

use for the reuse of the Oakland Amy Base.

We agree the recipient agency of the designated park land and the agency with lead implemenmtion

responsibilities is yet to be deemined; however, OBRA's designation provides a basis for an envisioned park

determination. Accordingly, we find that die S# Altemadve Alignment impacts the envisioned pal and other

prudent and feasible alternatives exist to chis alternative. This maer should be fulther addressed in the final
Section *D Evalundon foUowing consuitations with the NPS, OBRA. and other paIk and recreation authonties

who may be concerned about potendal project impacts to park and xcreation resources. We  also recommend

thit  che U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) be provided an oppomunity to review and comment on the

mitig ion and monitoring plan forthe  proposed shoreline pork because i[ is concerned tha[ public access may P
adverfely affect fish ind wildlife resources nt the environmentlily sensitive Oakland Touchdown area of the

proposed projecL

EEC 311993
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2

Historic and Archeologial Resources

We recommend conanued cooperation and coordination wirh the State Historic Preservation Officer in order
to prepare a Memorandum of Agrcemenc (MOA) which should include masurcs to avoid and/or minimize
harm [o historic and archeological resources which may be affected by the proposed project, in compliance                                    4
with Section  106 of che National His[oric Preservation  Act of 1966, as amended. A signed copy of che MOA
should be included in the Final Section 4(0 Evaluadon.

ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT COMMENTS

The California Depannent of Transportion (Calmns) proposes to retrofit or replace the existing San
Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge (SFOBB) East Span.  The DEIS analyzes five alternatives: the No-Build
Alternative. Retrofit Alternanve. and Bridge Replacement Alternatives N-2. N-6, and 54. Thp No-Build
Al[emative would retain che existing SFOBB East Span.  This alternadve assumes thaI dle inetim reuofiuing,
currently underway, is a separate project. The Rewolit Altemeive would scismically moofir and rehabilitate
the existing East Span of Ihe SFOBB. The Reeofir Alemanve includes the addition of two new piers to tile
candlever main span for additional support.  While the Retrolit Alternadve would require new Bay fill. iI
would not affect wedands. mudflars. or eeigmss beds (Zonra marina).  The remaining alternadves (N-2, N-6,
and S-t), would construct a new bridge and dismantle the exisang structure.  Alternatives N-2 and N-6 would

5be located nor[h of the existing alignment. whereas S4 would be located south of the existing alignment.
Altemarive N-2 was designed to minimize the length of che new bridge by closely following the alignment of
the existing East S pan. whezas Alternative N-6 was designed to maximize views to the north of Yerba Buena
Island.  Altematives N-2 and N-6 woutd affect wetlands. mudflats, and eelgrass beds equally.  Alternadves
N-1 and N-6 would result in habitat loss of 0.07 acm of wetlands, 0.3 acre of mudflats, and 0.61 acre of
eelgrass beds, wherels Alternative S--1 would result in habitat loss of 0.1 acre of wetlands. 0.15 acre of

mudfla[s. and 0.75 acre of eeigrass beds.

Among the alternatives analyzed in the DES, rhe Depabment prefers the Renlit Altemeive because it would                                                                                            
reduce che overall adverse environmental effects while still maintaining the feasibilig of the project However.
if the SFOBBEost Span would require repkemenc we then prefer impiementa ion of the Bridge Replacement
Aternative N-2 . We mcommend continued cooperation and coordination with the FWS for the development
of measures chat would ensure no net loss of in-kind habimi acreage or value.

The FWS has made a determinacion that the proposed SFOBB may adversely affect the western snowy plover

(Charadrtus aterandrinus nivosus). This species is listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act of
1973. as amended (ESA).  The DES in section 3.9.6 identifies the snowy plover as potendally occurring in
the vicinity of the pmject area.  However. it furrher stats because suitable nesong habitat is lacking.

the plover                         6
would not be affected by the proposed project.  The survey and support dam used to make this determina[ion
should be provided [o the FWS.  If the data is not conclusive and the snowy plover may be odversely affected.
we advise Caloans to consult with the FWS pursuant to section 7(a)(3) of the ESA before project consuucclon.

The Caltrans proposes to mitigate tile losses of wetlands.  mudfiats. and eeigrass  beds at a ratio of 3: 1.  The

DEIS states mitigation of project wetland impacts could be accomplished by purchasing some property in the
Oakland outer harbor or the Emeryville Crescent for the crepion of shallow non-tidal wetlands. Inter-tidal
mudtlat habitat restoration is proposed at the Oakland middle harbor.  The DEE acknowledges that creadon                                     7
of eelgrass beds is expenmenml.  The eelgms miogation would include the transplantation of existing ceigrass
m in-fill existing stands, currcnily conmining scattered patches of eeigrass.  The Final Environmend Impact
Smement (FEIS) should stipulnte that the Caltrans conduct pre-creation studies and post-project monitoring
and develop contingency measures co ensure successful celgrass bed crcation.
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3

The wetlands and special aquadc sites (mudflats and eelgrass beds) within the project oma support numerous
1.Sh and wildlife species. The wetlands and mudflars of the Oakland Touchdown (the Oakland side of the
SFOBB Project proposal) support shorcbirds such as ducks. herons. egrets, and swallows.  The nearby Albany
and Emeryvilk mudflats support thousands of migratory waterfowl and shorebirds each year.

Censuses bv                        8the Pacific Flyway Project conducted by the Paine Reyes Bird Observatory between 1988-1993 found that
these combined areas supported approximately 60 percent and at times over 75 percent of the shorebirds in
the North San Francisco Bay oma (the area between SFOBB and Richmond Bridge).  The FEIS should addmss
the current scarcity of wetlands and mudflats and the value of these habims for the species dependem on them.

The eelgrass that vegetates the shallow, gradual sloping sand subswites within the project area provides

important nursery habitat and protection for many fish and inver[ebrate species.  Pacific herring (Ctupea
harengeus) utilize eelgrass beds for spawning habiraL While other substrares are available for egg amchment                                9

the FEIS should discuss the importance of project area's eelgrass beds as a component of the area' s herring

fishery.

We are concerned with the experimental nature of the eetgrass habitat creation based on the results of the

following feasibility study.   For the restoration of eeigrass within San Francisco Bay, California. an eelgrass

mnsplant was made into bare areas within and near existing eelgrass beds along both sides of the Richmond

Tmining Jerry (Merkel and Associates. Inc., 1998).  It did not provide concLusive results because both control.

and mnsplant areas did not expand vegetatively However. the Richmond Training Jetty analysis was one

of 45 ectgrass restoration projects that were analyzed by Merkel and Associates, Inc. While the Richmond

project was inconclusive, Merkel and Associates. Inc. researchers are·opdmisric thar successful eelgess 10
cronsplantarion is possible. The authors report a 93.1 percenc success rate on 22 eetgrass transplantadon
projecrs in which engineering measures were developed and implemented to support eelgrass habitat

Engineering measures include the filling, excavation. and protecrion from physical storm damage. Based on

                                           would take place
on sites engineered for eelgrass restoradon. We request the FWS be provided an opporrunicyhe analysis of eelgrass restorarion projects. Merkel and Associates. Inc. recommend thar mstoradon mempis

to work in Caltr:ms' development and implementation of pre<reation studies. post-project monitoring. and

contingency measures.  Such a cooperative effort would help [o ensure successful eelgrass bed creadon without

the need for routine maintenance.

SUMMARY COMMENTS

The Department of the In[erior will provide you with further comments on the Secdon 4(f) aspects of this                  1 1
project when the FEIS is circulated for public review and comments.

We appreciate the opportunity  to provide these comment.

Sincerely,

il),d«t»Willie R. Taylor
Director. Office of Envimnmental

Policy and Compliance
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cc: Mr. Brian Maroney, Project Manager
East Span Seismic Safety Project
Toll  Bridge Program
Caltrans Disuict 4
1 11Grand Avenue
Post Office Box 23660
Oakland, California 946234660

REFERENCE

Merkel and .Associates. Inc„ 1998. Analysis of Eetgrass and Shallow Warer Habip: Restoration Progmms

Along the North American Pacific Coast: Lessons Learned a« Applicabilir, to Oakland Middle Harbor
Enhancemetr Area Design. San Diego, CA.
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United States Department  of the Interior Letter dated 12/18/1998

Comment 1
Comment noted. Please see responses below in regard to specific Section 4(f) issues.

Comment 2
Caltrans and FHWA, in developing the East Span Project, have coordinated with
interested agencies, including the U.S. Army, the National Park Service, the East Bay
Regional Park District (EBRPD), the City of Oakland, the Port of Oakland, and the
Oakland Base Reuse Authority (OBRA).  As a result of this coordination, FHWA has
concluded that the proposed Gateway Park is a Section 4(f) resource and that
Replacement Alternative S-4 would involve a Section 4(f) use of the park. It should be
noted that Replacement Alternative S-4 has not been identified as the Preferred
Alternative.

This Section 4(f) use was addressed in a supplemental draft Section 4(f) evaluation that
was circulated prior to release of this FEIS. Revised information has also been
included in the final Section 4(f) evaluation, which is in Chapter 6 of this EIS.

Comment 3
The EBRPD will be the lead agency in developing the shoreline park. USFWS will be
able to comment on the park plan through the EBRPD's environmental review process.

                Comment 4The final Section 4(f) evaluation is included in the FEIS as Chapter 6 and an executed
copy of the MOA is included in Appendix 0.

Comment 5
Preference for the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative is noted. Preference for
Replacement Alternative N-2 among the replacement alternatives is also noted.
Coordination with the USFWS, EPA, ACOE, BCDC, CDFG, and RWQCB to develop
mitigation measures for impacts to special aquatic sites is ongoing. The USFWS has
been consulted in preparation of the Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic
Sites (a copy of the plan is in Appendix N) and has given preliminary agreement that it
is adequate. Replacement Alternative N-6 has been identified as the Preferred
Alternative for reasons outlined in Section 2.2.6- Preferred and Least Environmentally
Damaging Practicable Alternative of this FEIS.

Comment 6
The USFWS has not made a determination that the East Span Project would adversely
impact the western snowy plover. Based on consultation with the USFWS pursuant to
Section 7 of the Federal Endangered Species Act, the western snowy plover is not
likely to occur within the project area due to lack of suitable nesting habitat.
Historically, the Oakland Army Base may have had nesting habitat, judging from aerial
photographs, but the base no longer supports nesting habitat. The snowy plover
requires unvegetated dune areas, and the dunes in the project area are mostly

                  covered
with saltgrass and iceplant. Sand flats in the project area provide a forage
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area; however, the loss of foraging habitat from construction of the
alternatives is not                

likely to impact the species. This information is provided in the Biological Assessment,
a supporting technical report to the EIS, and in the revised Section 3.9.6- Special
Status Species of the EIS.

Comment 7
Mitigation concepts have been refined for special aquatic sites since publication of the
DEIS. The mitigation discussion in Section 4.9.6 - Natural Resources Mitigation has
been updated to summarize the most recent information. Information is further
discussed in the Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites.  A copy of the
report is in Appendix N. Following approval of the Record of Decision, Caltrans will
develop a more detailed mitigation and monitoring plan that will outline success criteria
and contingency actions to be taken should mitigation measures not attain the success
criteria. Mitigation measures include pre- and post-construction monitoring and
surveys of eelgrass.

The FEIS text has been changed to indicate that Caltrans is no longer considering the
purchase of property at the Oakland outer and middle harbor.

Comment 8
The Natural Environment Study, a supporting technical report to the EIS, includes a
discussion on functions and values of wetlands and intertidal flats, including sand flat
habitat for several avian species. The project site does not have mud flats. In addition,
the Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites (in Appendix N) includes
additional information about functions and values of eelgrass and sand flats.  This                   
information has been incorporated into the FEIS, in Section 3.9.3 - Estuarine
Environment and Associated Species.

Comment 9
As discussed in Section 3.9.4-Wetlands and Waters of the United States, the project
area was surveyed for eelgrass, and eelgrass  beds were delineated in October  1999.
Since publication of the DEIS, a Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites
was prepared (November 2000), which includes a summary of the October  1999
survey. A pre-construction survey was subsequently conducted in October 2000.  The
purpose of the pre-construction survey was to provide current data immediately prior to
construction to measure actual impacts to the greatest extent possible. Since the
survey was not intended for the purposes of an alternatives analysis, it did not include
areas impacted by all alternatives. As anticipated, the area occupied by the eelgrass
beds at YBI and the Oakland Touchdown area has changed due to the natural annual
variability in such  beds.   As the eelgrass beds have grown between  1999 and 2000,
the overall percentage of area impacted has not changed to any appreciable degree.

The importance of eelgrass for herring spawning is recognized. Since Pacific herring
are known to use eelgrass for egg attachment, it is assumed that eelgrass observed in
the project area provide substrate for Pacific herring. The percentage of eelgrass
present in the project area used by Pacific herring is not known. Herring have
historically spawned elsewhere in the Bay. According to CDFG representatives,
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                impacts to eelgrass may result in the loss of substrate that can be used by Pacific
herring for egg attachment.

Comment 10
The USFWS has been consulted in the preparation of the Conceptual Mitigation Plan for
Special Aquatic Sites (a copy of the plan is in Appendix N). The USFWS has given
preliminary agreement that the plan is adequate. The USFWS will continue to be
involved in the design, monitoring, and contingency planning for eelgrass restoration
plans.

Caltrans has conducted detailed eelgrass surveys and has developed mitigation
concepts. Mitigation measures developed through this process have been presented
to the ACOE, BCDC, EPA, USFWS, CDFG, and RWQCB at interagency meetings in
May, August, October, and November 2000. Mitigation measures for eelgrass
impacted by the project that are included in this FEIS generally incorporate the views of
resource agencies provided at the interagency meetings.  At this time, these agencies
do not support placing additional fill within existing eelgrass beds to manipulate and
raise the bathymetry for eelgrass creation. However, these agencies, with the
exception of BCDC, generally support the restoration of the barge access channel for
eelgrass habitat. This would involve restoring a portion of the barge access channel to
its pre-existing bathymetry with stockpiled dredged material and excavated sand and
replanting with eelgrass from an adjacent donor site.

                           C
omment  11Comment noted.
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1 16 UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

i National Oceanic end Atmospheric Administration

4./ 0 r Habitat ConservationviviNATIONALMARINE FISHERIES s35 VICE

777 Sonoma Avenue, Room 325 NOV 2 0  19
Santa Rosa California 95404

November 25,1998 F/SW022:DWC

Mr. Harry Yahata

District Director

California Department of Transportation
Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Dear Mr. Yahata:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the administrative draft of the

Environmental Impact Statement/Statutory Exemption for the SF-Oak Bay Bridge East Span

Seismic Safety Project.

Please note in Chapter 3: Affected Environment, page 3-83, the California Central Valley
Steelhead ESU is now an ESA listed species. On March  19,1998 [63 FR 13347] the Central                            1

Velley Steelhead ESU was listed as threatened. In reviewing the document the NMFS

recommendation is for replacement alternative S-4. The
reason for this is that alternative of S-4                   2

would avoid impacting the eelgrass beds on the northside of the Oakland touchdown area.

In reviewing table S-3 I found the summary of impacts and mitigations in the Constiuction

Period Natural Resources Category to be very limited. However,  I noticed that this
section was              13

improved upon in the web page version of the draft report.   On the whole, I concur with your

mitigation commitments in the web page versiob, but recommend that the following commitment

be added:
To the extent possible shallow water dredging operations,

(depths < than 20 ft). will occ;:'             4between the months of June - November.

A,1.litional comments concerning :mirine :namals wiil b. forlhcoming following a mectingh,-,

1,en:,ep.rl MC  1/ma LA.gemp.rgin.0. of (•jr tong Beach ofor.e Ed w,or staff  If yoi, have ony · 11    3
-Al.    t.-

questions regarding steelhead, eelgrass. or estuarine liabitat issues. please contact Mr. Dai:5..rte!: 
of my staff at (707) 575-6077.  Fox questions regarding marine mammals, please

contact Msi    ' 
Irma Lagomarsino at (562) 980-4016.

Sincerely, 3-3    .7

1 :

Or K         - <
Nortliem California
Program Manager

cc: kma I.agomarsino F/SWR

*
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National Marine Fisheries Service Letter dated 11/2W1998

Comment 1
Section 3.9.6- Special Status Species has been revised to reflect the current status of
the California Central Valley Steelhead Evolutionary Significant Unit (ESU) as a
threatened species.

Comment 2
Preference for Replacement Alternative S-4 is noted. Replacement Alternative N-6 has
been identified as the Preferred Alternative for the reasons outlined in Section 2.2.6 -
Preferred and Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative of this EIS.
Construction of a barge dock under any replacement alternative would displace 0.01
hectare (0.03 acre) of eelgrass in Clipper Cove on YBI. Dredging activities under the
northern alternatives may result in the permanent loss of 0.21 hectare (0.52 acre) of
eelgrass near the Oakland Touchdown. This impact would be to a small portion of a
relatively large eelgrass bed. While Replacement Alternative S-4 would not
permanently impact eelgrass on the Oakland Touchdown, it would result in the loss of
0.15 hectare (0.37 acre) of eelgrass near YBI, resulting in a loss of an entire small
eelgrass bed. This would be in addition to the 0.01 hectare (0.03 acre) of eelgrass
displaced in Clipper Cove by construction of a barge dock. In addition, eelgrass in the
immediate vicinity of dredging operations that is not physically removed may be
adversely impacted by turbidity and sedimentation. An expanded eelgrass mitigation
discussion can be found in Section 4.9.6- Natural Resources Mitigation.

Comment 3
Comment noted.  The FEIS Summary Table includes information that is similar to the
information presented in the Summary Table in the web page version of the DEIS.

Comment 4
Section 4.14.8- Natural Resources includes a commitment, if feasible, to minimize
shallow water dredging activities between January 1 and May 31. Therefore, the
majority of such operations could occur between June and December.  It is not
currently known if construction sequencing would allow for all dredging work to be
limited to this work window.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

@ THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OP ™I NAVY
INSTALLATIONS AND INVZRONMENT)

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20360-5000

November 23, 1998

Ms. Mara Melandry
State of California
Department of Transportation
District No. 4
111 Grand Avenue
Post Office Box 23660
Oakland, California 94623-0660

Re:  Draft Environmental Impact Statement For

The Proposed San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge
East Span Seismic Safety Project

Dear Ms. Melandry:

I have enclosed the Department of the Navy's comments on
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement For The Proposed San

Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project
dated September 24, 1998 (Draft EIS).

By way of background, Yerba Buena Island, upon which the
Oakland Bay Bridge is anchored and upon which the proposed new
bridge would be anchored, is property owned by the United States
of America. The United States Department of the Navy (Navy) and

                  the United States Coast Guard are the executive.agenciesresponsible for Yerba Buena Island. Navy is responsible for
most of the property on the island.

The Navy property on Yerba Buena Island is part of Naval

Station Treasure Island.  Treasure Island is within the city
limits of the City of San Francisco, California.  The City of
San Francisco is the Local Redevelopment Authority Ifcoanized,by
the Department of Defense as the entity responsible for planningore-redevelopment-of Naval Station Treasure Island.

Under the authority of the Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Act of 1990, Public Law 101-510, 10 U.S.C.
§ 2687 note, the 1993 Defense Base Closure And Realignment
Commission recommended the closure of Naval Station Treasure
Island.  This recommendation was approved by President Clinton
and accepted by the One Hundred Third Congress of the United
States in October 1993. Naval Station Treasure Island closed on
September 30, 1997. Since that time, Navy has leased
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significant parts of the base to the City of San Francisco as

the Local Redevelopment Authority, and the base is occupied by

various commercial tenants.

In Section 2901 of the National Defense Authorization Act

for Fiscal Year 1994, Public Law 103-160, Congress recognized

the economic hardship occasioned by base closures, the Federal

interest in facilitating economic recovery of base closure

communities, and the need to identify and implement

redevelopment of property at closed military installations.  In

Section 2903(c) of Public Law 103-160, Congress directed the

Military Departments to consider each base closure community's

economic needs and priorities in the property disposal process.

Under Section 2905(b)(2)(E) of the Defense Base Closure and

Realignment Act of 1990, Navy must consult with local

communities before it disposes of base closure property and must

consider local plans developed for reuse of the surplus Federal

property.

The Department of Defense's goal, as set forth in Section

174.4 of the Department of Defense Rule on Revitalizing Base

Closure Communities and Community Assistance, 32 CFR Parts 174

and 175, is to help base closure communities achieve rapid

economic recovery through expeditious reuse of the assets at

closed bases, taking into consideration local market conditions
and locally developed reuse plans.

In accordance with these authorities, Navy has been working                    
            <

with the City of San Francisco since 1993 to support and assist

the City in preparing a reuse plan for Naval Station Treasure

Island, including the Navy property on Yerba Buena Island.
Additionally, Navy and the City of San Francisco are preparing a

Joint Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report

pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPM

and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  These

environmental analyses will consider and evaluate various

alternative uses for the property, including the City's proposed

reuse plan, and will address the effects of disposal on

protected resources, such as the Admiral Nimitz House (Quarters

1), under the National Historic Preservation Act.

The California Department of Transportation's Draft EIS
assumes that Navy will convey Yerba Buena Island to the City of                 1

San Francisco. However, Navy has not yet completed its analysis
under NEPA for the disposal and reuse of Naval Station Treasure
Island. Navy must consider various alternative uses of the
property, including  a "no action" alternative. Therefore, until

2
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Navy has made its decision concerning disposal, an
 easement from                  1

Navy would be necessary to implement a new bridge al
ignment. Cont

Indeed, because the acquisition of Navy-controlled prope
rty is

an essential element of the proposed project, Navy shou
ld have a

greater role in analyzing the alternatives.

The Department of the Navy opposes the proposed northern-7
alignment of the new East Span of the Oakland Bay Bridge.  T

he

Draft EIS does not adequately consider and treat the subst
antial

adverse impacts of this proposed alignment on the environmental

and historic resources on Yerba Buena Island, or on the City of

San Francisco's ability to redevelop the island in accordance  
                   2

with its reuse plan for Naval Station Treasure Island.  Navy is

particularly concerned about the proposed northern alignment of

the new bridge in light of the availability of other alignments,  ;

such as the southern alignment, that would have minimal adverse  ·

impacts on Yerba Buena Island.

The proposal also impedes Navy's ability to dispose of the   I

property on Yerba Buena Island by substantially limiting its       

utility and reuse potential for private sector activities by       

removing land from the most developable area.  The northern

alignment would leave Navy with uneconomic remnants of property    

that would be adversely affected by the shadow from the bridge,     

by noise and vibration, and by poor traffic
flow. --1 3

<                               Navy is committed to assisting base closure communit
ieswith economic development of closed bases such as Treasure

Island.  Thus, we oppose the selection of an alignment such as

the northern alignment that would prevent the Local

Redevelopment Authority from developing this property in a

manner that would benefit the local economy.

We believe that the historic structures are an important

part of our Nation's Naval heritage that should be preserved and

protected.  Thus, we object to any alignment that would

adversely impact the Historic District and these structures.

The proposed replacement bridge project is an enormous

undertaking with substantial impacts both during and after

construction.  One end would affect the City and Port of

Oakland.  The other end of the bridge would affect the Navy

property on Yerba Buena Island.  This project would have

substantial impacts on land-based facilities and resources and
the human environment at the points where the bridge touches

land.

3
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      The proposed northern alignments of the bridge would

  connect it to Yerba Buena Island in a manner that pj.aces the                   4
'  ,JL    1 bridge directly over historic structures of national importance

and ecologically sensitive areas.  The northern alignments would

, -1,1 4   \
physically dominate and render useless most  of the developable

  land on Yerba Buena that the City of San Francisco plans to

 redevelop

This Department objects to the proposed northern alignment
of this bridge with its many substantial adverse impacts,

particularly when there are alternative alignments that present
none of these adverse effects.  Thus, the Department of the Navy                  5

urges the California Department of Transportation to select a

different alignment, such as the southern alignment, that will
not have such drastic and negative effects on Yerba Buena
Island.

I have enclosed a description of additional instances in

which the Draft EIS is deficient.  Navy looks forward to working
with you to ensure that the selected alignment proposal is

compatible with Navy's responsibilities and goals.

If you have any questions, I request that you contact

Mr. Kenn Parsons at the Naval Facilities Engineering Command's
Engineering Field Activity West in San Bruno, California, at

(650)244-3004.

Sincerely,

»a» M
ROBERT B. PIRIE, JR.

Enclosure

4
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  NAVY' S  ADDITIONAL  COMMENTS

CONCERNING THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

FOR THE PROPOSED SAN FRANCISCO - OAKLAND BAY BRIDGE EAST SPAN

SEISMIC SAFETY PROJECT

property Ownership and Coordination.  The Draft Environmental

Impact Statement (DEIS) does not adequately treat the fact that

Yerba Buena Island, as well as the adjacent submerged lands and

the access ramps to the existing bridge (Draft EIS page S-10,

and page 3-2 para. 3.1.11, are Federal property under the 6
executive agency of the Department of the Navy (Navy), or the

legal ramifications of Federal ownership of the very property

where the proposed new bridge would be built (Page 1-11).  Navy

approval will be necessary for any activity on this property.

There are alternative bridge alignments available, such as the

southern alignment, that would have minimal adverse effects on

the nationally significant historic structures on Yerba Buena

Island and the economic development of this island and Treasure

Island.

The Draft EIS process did not include the Department of the

Navy as a participating agency in the preparation of the Draft
EIS, in spite of the fact that Navy controls the property on                      7

which the proposed project would be built.  As early as March

10,   1997, Navy informed the California Department of rj-*-.-

Trai Bration  of  both Navy' s  and  the City of San Francisco' s

(City) concerns about the proposed project, particularly the

northern alignments, because of the substantial adverse effects

these alignments would have on Yerba Buena Island's natural and

cultural resources and on the City of San Francisco's prospects

for redeveloping the island as an economically viable activity.

Navy and the City are preparing a Joint National

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) EIS and California Environmental

Quality Act (CEQA) Environmental Impact Report (EIR).  This

Joint EIS/EIR will evaluate the effects of Navy's disposal and

the reuse of Treasure Island and Yerba Buena Island.  In

particular, the Joint EIS/EIR will evaluate the City's proposed
reuse plans for these properties.  Decisions based on these

analyses will be made in 1999.  If, upon conclusion of the NEPA
process, Navy decides to dispose of the property, the disposal                   8

would not be complete until the year 2002.  Thus, the
assumptions in the Draft EIS regarding the disposal of this

property to a particular grantee are premature. (Page 3-2 para

3.1.1, & page 3-8 para. 3.1.3).

1

-
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Land Use/Reuse.  The Draft EIS understates the adverse effects

that construction actions (Pages 4-94 through 4-110) and the new

bridge would have on existing land use and on future reuse.

Construction traffic, noise, vibration, and the locations of

staging areas will disrupt housing and activities in the                     
     9

historic Navy Quarters on Yerba Buena Island.  The construction

activities may also hinder operation of the existing fire

station.  The proposed construction activities will likely

jeopardize the noise-sensitive film industry activities on

Treasure Island in Buildings 2 and 3.  The Draft EIS also fails

to take account of the extensive public, institutional, social,

recreational, community service, and residential activities that

are ongoing on both Yerba Buena Island and Treasure Island

(Pages 3-2, 3-15, 3-36, 3-38, 4-3, 4-8, 4-39 through 4-52, 4- 10
111).

The northern alignment alternatives for a replacement                                1 1
bridge would drastically reduce the desirability and economic

viability of Yerba Buena Island and adjacent areas on Treasure
Island  (Page 4-4 para.  4.1.1). The Draft EIS is unclear
regarding the nature and extent of land needed for the bridge                     1 2

alignments.  It also fails fully to assess the likely impact on
occupancy and reuse of the structures that are located adjacent

to and under the proposed new bridge and ramps.  San Francisco's 13
reuse plan has had extensive public involvement and is awaiting

certification of the EIR before final approval.  This reuse plan

for Yerba Buena Island provides information that should have

been included in the Draft EIS as a baseline for evaluating the

proposed project' s short term construction  and  long term visual,

operational, cultural, biological and economic impacts as
well 14

as avoidance or mitigation measures (Page 3-6 para. 3.1.2, 4-9,

4-94 through 4-110, 4-113, 4-1161.

Project Discription.  The Draft EIS does not clearly describe

the project's limits or depict them on a map. The Draft EIS 15
should include clear descriptions and maps delineating aerial

positioning and required rights-of-way, for both construction

and post-construction periods, in order to permit meaningful
comparison of all the alternatives.  The Draft EIS refers to

large construction equipment and bulk materials that would be

delivered to Yerba Buena Island by barge or vessel but does not
evaluate the locations for landing such vessels or the                            16

associated impacts on Yerba Buena Island and Treasure Island

(Page S-1).

In Chapter 2, Project Alternatives, the description of each
of the alternatives and their impacts is grossly inadequate.

17

2
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Some immediate areas of concern that are not addressed
 in the

analysis include:

• Whether, and for how long, Macalla Road and Treasure 
Island

Road would be closed during construction.  Would
different 18

alternative alignments have more or less impact on the

continuing use of these important access routes?

• Under which alternatives would Macalla Road at the entranc
e to

the United States Coast Guard facility be closed?  If so, what 
              19

mitigation measures would be required?

• How, and to what extent, would Macalla Road be physically

lowered? What impacts would this have on historic Quarters 10              2
and on utilities?

• How and where would the historic stairs that lead to the Coast

Guard facility be affected or relocated?  What alternative

pedestrian access would be provided? What mitigation
would be              21required under the other alternative alignments?

• If barges would be used, where would they be moored and
unloaded?  What impacts would these activities have on Yerba                

  22

Buena Island and Treasure Island?

• Will redevelopment be allowed under the bridge and its ramps?

Does the Department of Transportation contemplate that

structures that are located under the proposed new bridge and

its ramps could be occupied and that redevelopment and reuse 23
could occur in these areas?  What restrictions would apply?

• What effects would each alternative alignment have on the

historic structures on Yerba Buena Island and on the viability 24
of the City's reuse plan for Yerba Buena Island and Treasure

Island?

- How would detour bridges and ramps be constructed and managed?

What effects would be expected? What mitigation

would be                    25required?
• What would be the nature of underwater pier construction?

Would it vary under the different alternative alignments? 126
• Since the State of California would need Navy's permission to

use Federal property, how does the State expect to acquire

property rights to land that would be required for

construction and permanent rights-of-way for the proposed
new 27

bridge?  (Pages 2-2, pages 2-32 through 2-36, page 3-49, pages

4-5 through 4-13).

Transportation.  The Draft EIS does not adequately analyze
traffic, access, and related public safety impacts on Yerba

Buena Island (Page 1-5 para. 1.2.3, pages 3-17 through 3-22, 28
pages 4-20 through 4-24, & page 4-113).  The analysis is

3
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particularly deficient in its treatment of the impacts that

would occur during the construction period.

Examples include:

•  Failure to identify those Yerba Buena Island roads that would

be closed during construction and the duration of closure.

• The traffic, access, and air quality effects that would be

expected under different alternative alignments.

• The manner in which traffic would be rerouted through Yerba

Buena Island. 28
• The effects on Macalla Road, both physically and as a result

of changes in traffic. Cont.
• The accident potential from the tight-radius existing

off-ramps from the bridge.

•  Pedestrian and bicyclist safety on Yerba Buena Island during
heavy traffic periods.

• The impact of truck and heavy equipment traffic on existing

residential streets during construction.

• Alternative pedestrian access to the U.S. Coast Guard facility

other than the historic stairs.

Cultural Resources.  Navy concurs with the Draft EIS finding
that Quarters 10 and its garage (Building 267) on Yerba Buena

Island, both having reached fifty years of age in 1998, meet the

National Register Criteria for Eligibility.  However, the Area

of Potential Effect (APE) established by CALTRANS with the

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) on February 18, 1998,                                     <
fails to take account of all the impacts that would occur to

the 29
historic properties (Pages 4-78 through 4-87, & 4-119). The APE

in the Draft EIS should include Treasure Island. Treasure Island

contains three buildings that are eligible for listing on the

National Register of Historic Places.

Buildings 1, 2 and 3 are located directly across Clipper

Cove, the body of water that separates the two islands.  All
three buildings were constructed by the year 1939 and used in

the Golden Gate International Exposition, for which Treasure

Island has been designated a California Historical Landmark.  We

believe that the potential impacts to these Navy properties
should be included in the analysis of impacts to the other 30
historic Navy properties on Yerba Buena Island, which include
the Senior Officers' Quarters Historic District (Quarters 1-7
and Buildings 83, 205, and 230), Quarters 10 and Buildings 267

and 262, and Archeological Site CA-SFr-04/H, all of which have
been determined eligible for inclusion on the National Register

4
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in consultation with the California State Historic Preservation
Officer (SHPO).

The Draft EIS correctly states that the proposed seismic

retrofit of the existing East Span of the Bridge and the
proposed alignments and/or the temporary detour alignments for a        31
replacement of this span could adversely affect the prehistoric
component of Archeological Site CA-SEr-04/H. The Draft EIS also

correctly observes that the N-2 and N-6 northern alignments
would adversely affect Navy's Building 262.

The Draft EIS fails to recognize or address the adverse
effects that will occur during construction to Quarters 1, which
is listed on the National Register of Historic Places, other
eligible buildings within the Quarters Historic District, and 32
Quarters 10. Most of these buildings are either leased to the
City of San Francisco or are about to be leased to the City.
These leases will ensure the adaptive reuse and continued
maintenance of these historic properties.

The noise and vibration produced by driving piles and other
construction activities, as well as interruptions in access to
these properties caused by construction and rerouting Macalla

Road, would prevent the adaptive reuse of these buildings and 33
substantially reduce Navy's and the City's ability to maintain
these properties.  As a result, it would be impossible to

prevent deterioration of these historic properties, a recognized
adverse effect under Federal regulations governing the
Protection of Historic Properties,  36  CFR  §  800.9 (b)(4).

Similarly, the Draft EIS does not address the potential

impact of the loss of commercial tenants now occupying Buildings
1, 2 and 3 on Treasure Island.  The City has subleased Buildings
2 and 3 to motion picture studios, and they are being used as 34
sound stages for making movies and television shows. Noise and
vibration will adversely affect the intended reuse of these
buildings, reducing their utility to the film industry which is
a substantial economic component of the City's reuse plan.

The Draft EIS inadequately identifies and considers impacts
to the Quarters Historic District.  Both the N-2 and N-6
northern alignments encroach on the Historic District. This 35
constitutes an intrusive element that is out of character with
the Historic District and is an adverse effect under Federal
regulations governing the Protection of Historic Properties,
36 CFR § 800.9(b) (4).

5
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The proposed regrading of Macalla Road in the vicinity of
Quarters 10 and Building 267 will substantially change the
setting in which these structures are located, an adverse effect
recognized by Federal regulations governing the Protection of
Historic Properties, 36 CFR § 800.9(b)(4). Because it is related
only to construction of the N-2 or N6 northern alignments, this 36
adverse impact, like so many identified here, would be

completely avoided by selecting an alternative alignment, such
as the southern alignment.

The proposed detour structures that would be required when
the old bridge structure is removed and the replacement bridge
is connected to the tunnel would intrude on the Quarters
Historic District and substantially alter the setting of these
buildings and Quarters 10. This alteration would be an adverse 37
effect under Federal regulations governing the Protection of
Historic Properties, 36 CFR § 800.9(b)(4).

The visual impact of these temporary detour structures
would have a drastic negative effect on the lessees of and
visitors to the historic Quarters, and the Draft EIS did not
consider the visual impact of alternative alignments.
Construction of these structures would intrude on the historic
setting of the buildings, and the noise and vibrations generated 38
during construction could permanently damage these historic
buildings. The Draft EIS fails to consider these very

significant impacts, inadequately dismissing them as temporary
and, therefore, not adverse.

The Draft EIS recognizes that both of the proposed northern
alignments will adversely affect historic Building 262. These
routes will permanently place the shadow of the replacement
bridge on the historic Building 262 structure, and the
vibrations generated by driving the supporting piles and traffic
could physically damage the building. Furthermore, the
shadowing of this building by the bridge will make it difficult, 39
if not impossible, for Navy to dispose of the property or for
the City of San Francisco to find a tenant for the property.
This will result in deterioration of the building and its loss
as a national historic asset. These significant adverse effects
were not discussed in the Draft EIS nor were the effects of the
alternative alignments, which are considerably less severe.

The California Department of Transportation has not
discussed the potential effects of the proposed undertaking with
the historic preservation community in the San Francisco Bay
area other than in an early informational contact as a part of 40

6
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the data-gathering phase of the Draft EIS process. Obtaining

public comment is a prerequisite to reaching agreement on

mitigation pursuant to Federal regulations implementing Section
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, 36 CFR Part 800.
The Draft EIS merely assumes that "[m]easures to mitigate the 40
impacts of the East Span Project on historic properties will be

stipulated in [a] Memorandum of Agreement" prepared pursuant
to Cont.

those regulations. In light of the substantial adverse impacts
on Navy's historic properties, it is unlikely that such an

agreement will be reached, particularly when reasonable

alternatives are available that have little or no impact on

these important national assets.

Visual Impacts.  The Draft EIS understates the significant

adverse visual effects that the bridge and its temporary
construction equipment, ramps, and activities would have on the           41
historic buildings on Yerba Buena Island and Treasure Island,

and on the viability of the City's reuse plans for Yerba Buena

Island (Pages 3-23 through 3-29 and 4-27 through 4-36).
Similarly, the Draft EIS does not adequately address mitigation'

or alternative alignments that would eliminate these impacts.

The EIS must describe impacts and mitigation for each alignment
alternative or the ultimate decisionmaker will not have 42
sufficient information upon which to base the decision

concerning selection of bridge alignments.

Public Safety.  The Draft EIS does not adequately identify the

                 effects on or measures to assure public health and safety forresidents on and visitors to Yerba Buena Island and Treasure

island.  The EIS does not adequately address measures that would
ensure the safety of pedestrians, bicyclists, and automobiles on 43
Yerba Buena's narrow, winding roads. (Pages 1-5 through 1-7,

page 2-13, pages 2-21 through 2-27, pages 2-32 through 2-36,

page 4-3). The EIS should also evaluate means of assuring

adequate fire and police access to Yerba Buena Island and
Treasure Island during periods of intense construction and                44
traffic backups and detours.

Biology/Wetlands/Eelgrass/Marine Water Quality/Natural

Resources. The Draft EIS does not include field surveys or

quantification of the impacts to, or mitigation for, the impacts 45
on marine biological species, eelgrass beds, marine habitat on
piers to be removed or replaced, increased areas that would be

permanently shaded by the new bridge, or water quality and
turbidity (Pages 3-62 through 3-65, page 3-83, , pages 4-62

through 4-77). It does not address impacts on the habitat of

the Black Crowned Night Heron or related impacts on Yerba Buena           46

7
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Island. The EIS does not address erosion and visual impacts or
mitigation for removing Yerba Buena Island vegetation during and           47
after construction. It does not address possible dredging or
turbidity effects arising out of the proposed barging of
construction equipment or the places where such equipment would

148be moored, landed and stored.

Utilities. The Draft EIS should address impacts or mitigation
for construction-related impacts to the existing utility systems
on Yerba Buena Island. This analysis must include the effects 49
on telephone, electricity, water supply, flood control systems,
sewer systems, as well as the under-bay water, power, and
telephone cables that serve Yerba Buena Island and Treasure
Island (Page 2-30, page 4-3, page 4-89). The EIS also fails to
consider alternatives, i.e., avoidance or mitigation measures.

  50
The EIS should identify the agency that would be responsible for
utilities disruption, replacement or relocation and mitigation
measures (Page 4-89) .                                                                1 51
Soils and Aquifers. The Draft EIS d6es not adequately
characterize and compare the soils and bedrock conditions or the
aquifers that would be affected by each alternative alignment.
Such comparisons should be made in terms of their relative cost 52
and construction feasibility, marine biological impacts, and
risk relative to seismic activity (Pages 2-32 through 2-36, page

3-49, page 3-56).

Noise/Vibration. The housing on Yerba Buena Island will be                                completely occupied within the next ten to twelve months. Some

residences are already occupied. The noise and vibration
impacts on these residents and on visitors to the island and
mitigation should be discussed. The impacts of noise and 53
vibration on the historic properties and on activity in Nimitz
House should also be addressed (Page 3-38, pages 4-5 through 4-
13, page 4-100).

Conclusion.  The Department of the Navy strongly objects to the
northern alignments because of the profound and adverse effects
that these alignments will impose on the nationally significant
historic structures on Yerba Buena Island. The northern 54
alignments will also have a devastating impact on the City of
San Francisco's plans and efforts to redevelop Yerba Buena

f Island and Treasure Island.

£  Navy 13 particularly concerned that the proposed northern
al'&,<nments appear to have been finally

decided, with                     55implementation underway (e.g., bridge design), before the full

8
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scope of the environmental implications of these alignments has

been identified, analyzed and compared with the alternatives
that have considerably less adverse impacts such as the southern
alignment.

Thus, Navy urges the California Department of
Transportation properly and fully to consider the other
alternative alignments, particularly the southern alignment, and
to select an alignment that does not cause adverse effects on
Yerba Buena Island and Treasure Island.

9
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Department  of the Navy Letter dated 11/23/1998

Comment 1
For the purposes of the East Span Draft/Final Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS/FEIS), in which all build alternatives would require property rights on YBI,
Caltrans assumed that the County and City of San Francisco (CCSF) is the intended
recipient of YBI. This assumption was based on the 1996 Draft Reuse Plan, the CCSF's
role as Local Reuse Authority, and the currently in-force Base Caretaker Agreement
between the Navy and CCSF.

It is acknowledged that the Navy's analysis of the disposal and reuse of YBI/Tl is not
completed. While there is a basis for Caltrans' assumption that the CCSF will be the
recipient of the land, it is understood that the disposal decision has not been finalized
yet.

On October 25,2000, pursuant to 23 USC 107(d), the Federal Highway Administration
(FHWA) made a Federal Land Transfer of land on YBI previously owned by the United
States to Caltrans. FHWA transferred land to Caltrans, giving the State adequate
rights-of-way and control of access for retrofit of the existing bridge or construction of
any of the replacement alternatives (see Figure 3-2 in Appendix A). There will be no
physical change until the Record of Decision (ROD) is approved for the East Span
Project and construction begins. This Federal Land Transfer does not limit the
evaluation of alternatives for the East Span Project. Any right-of-way not required for
the East Span Project will revert to the United States after project completion.

The baseline of the YBI/TI Reuse Plan EIR/EIS should include recognition that the State
of California holds fee title and temporary construction easement to land on YBI.
Caltrans responded in February  1998 to the Notice of Intent/Notice of Preparation for
the YBI/TI Reuse Plan environmental document to inform the Navy and CCSF of the
alternatives under consideration in the East Span Project DEIS, which was published in
September  1998.   The East Span alternatives address a fully funded project that is
included in the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).  As such, Caltrans recommended
that a replacement bridge alternative be part of the baseline for the Navy's unpublished
environmental document. (See Caltrans' letter to the City and County of San Francisco
Planning Department, dated February 12, 1998, in Appendix G of the FEIS.)

The Department of the Navy has had opportunities for participation in the EIS process
for the East Span Project. Navy representatives were invited and have participated in
the Project Development Team (PDT) meetings, which included detailed presentations
of the status of environmental technical studies, results of the studies, and findings of
the EIS. In addition, the Navy was invited to scoping meetings for the project, which
included presentation of the project alternatives. Also, Caltrans provided the
Administrative Draft EIS to the Navy for review prior to public release of the Draft EIS.
No comments on the Administrative Draft EIS were submitted by the Navy to FHWA or
Caltrans.  See also the list of coordination meetings in Appendix E.
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                Comment 2Navy opposition to the northern alternatives is noted. Selection of a southern
alternative would not minimize adverse impacts to YBI as compared to a northern
alternative, because there would be permanent impacts to the United States Coast
Guard (USCG)-owned property with a southern alternative. Construction impacts on
YBI would be similar for either a northern or southern alternative. See Section 4.1.5 -
Development Trends for additional information.

Responses to specific comments that follow address the consideration of impacts to
historic and environmental resources and the ability of the CCSF to redevelop the
island in accordance with its redevelopment plan.

The identification of Replacement Alternative N-6 as the Preferred Alternative is
addressed in the FEIS in Section 2.2.6 - Preferred and Least Environmentally
Damaging Practicable Alternative.

Comment 3
In January 2000, Caltrans completed an evaluation of the land use impacts associated
with the East Span Project and the conceptual land uses proposed in the Naval Station
Treasure Island Draft Reuse Plan, prepared by CCSF. The Caltrans report concluded
that the redevelopment concept described  in  the 1996 Draft Reuse  Plan  can  be

generally accommodated with any of the East Span Project alternatives. The report
stated that the redevelopment of Quarters 1-7, redevelopment of Building 262,
development of a conference center, live/work units and artisan cottages can co-exist

                 with the retrofit or replacement alternatives (see to Section 4.1.5 - Development
Trends). (Copies of the Land Use Study entitled, "Land Uses Associated with the
SFOBB East Span Seismic Safety Project and the Naval Station Treasure Island Draft
Reuse Plan," are available at the Caltrans District 4 Public Information Office and at
selected libraries listed in the Preface of the FEIS. Copies of this study were
transmitted to the Navy on January 18, 2000 by FHWA. Additional copies were sent on
March 20, 2000. Copies of the transmittal letters can be found in Appendix G.

The Caltrans report noted that most types of development proposed by CCSF,
including but not limited to restaurants, parking, and storage facilities are presumed to
be Possible types of development underneath a replacement alternalize, subject to
review and approval by Caltrans. A minimum vertical clearance of 15 meters  (50 feet)
would need to be maintained between the bottom of the bridge and the top of any
structure placed under the bridge. The proposed building height limits in the  1996
Draft Reuse Plan would not be impacted (12 meters [40 feet]). Caltrans has allowed for
construction of office buildings and parking garages under the SFOBB in the vicinity of
the West Approach and Rincon Anchorage in San Francisco. There are numerous
examples throughout California where Caltrans has allowed development (including
office complexes, restaurants, and classroom facilities) under freeways. In addition, in
cities such as New York, Cincinnati, and Vancouver, B.C., restaurants and other
businesses are located under bridges in retail/entertainment districts.

Because of its height above nearby buildings, a bridge with a northern alternative

                 would
not permanently cast shadows on Navy-owned buildings. Compared to existing
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conditions, buildings would be in shadow for longer periods in
mid-summer and for                   shorter periods in the winter, due to the angle of the sun. Figure 4-24 in Appendix A

shows projected shadows from the northern replacement alternatives over Building 262
during the spring equinox and summer solstice.

During construction, noise impacts would be the same for all of the build alternatives.
Operational noise levels (after construction) would be higher in the area near the
proposed residential development under the 1996 Draft Reuse  Plan for the Retrofit
Existing Structure Alternative (74Leq dBA) than with the Replacement Alternatives N-2
and N-6 (60Leq dBA), and S-4 (62Leq dBA).

While each of the replacement alternatives would create long-term changes to certain
roadways (e.g., modifications to Macalla Road, US Coast Guard Road, Southgate
Road, and the unpaved road to Building 262), there would be no impact to long-term
vehicular access and traffic flow on YBI as a result of the East Span Project.

Like  reuse of YBI  and TI, the SFOBB is also important to the area's economy.   The
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) prepared a report on the economic
effects of the one-month closure of the Bay Bridge as a result of the Loma Prieta
earthquake. The report concluded that San Francisco suffered a significant loss ($73
million) in taxable sales activity, and that "a major portion of the loss in economic
activity in San Francisco may have been due to a loss in transportation access."1  The
majority of people, freight, and goods moving between the San Francisco Peninsula
and the East Bay is on the SFOBB. Providing a seismically safe vehicular bridge
crossing is critical to retaining the ability to move high volumes of people and goods               
and maintaining the economic conditions of the area.

The Caltrans land use report referenced above estimated that under the Replacement
Alternatives N-2 and N-6 (Preferred), the amount of developable area on the eastern
edge of YBI was about 3.15 hectares (7.8 acres). The area spanned by the bridge,
1.17 hectares (2.9 acres), would be available for development subject to review and
approval by Caltrans. In conclusion, Replacement Alternative N-6 would not prevent
the Local Redevelopment Authority from redeveloping YBI.

Comment 4
The northern alternatives would be directly above only one historic structure: Building
262 (Torpedo Building). This building is eligible for the National Register of Historic
Places at the state level of significance. The historic resources of YBI are eligible for
listing in the National Register of Historic Places at the state or local level of
significance; they are not eligible for listing at the national level of significance.  The
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) has concurred with this conclusion.

It is acknowledged that the northern alternatives would impact two of three patches of
coast live oak woodland habitat on YBI due to the realignment of Macalla Road.  To
mitigate the loss of coast live oaks, Caltrans would develop and implement a
revegetation plan that would include the planting of trees, monitoring, and replanting as

1  Association of Bay Area Governments, Macroeconomic Effects of the Loma Prieta
Earthquake,             1991.
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                 necessary to ensure success of the plan in restoring affected areas to a natural
appearance.

With the exception of the coast live oak woodland discussed above, there are no
ecologically sensitive areas under the existing bridge on the east end of YBI. Extensive
biological surveys were conducted on the island and found that there are no wetlands,
mudflats, eelgrass, or special status species directly impacted by the northern
alternatives. However, as discussed in Section 4.9.2- Special Aquatic Sites,
construction of a barge dock near Clipper Cove under any of the build alternatives
would result in a permanent loss of 0.01 hectare (0.03 acre) of eelgrass. Off-site
mitigation would occur at an appropriate site. See Section 4.9.6 - Natural Resources,
Mitigation and the Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites in Appendix N.

Construction of a northern alternative would not render most of the developable land on
YBI useless.  Most of the types of development proposed by the CCSF could be
developed underneath and adjacent to the replacement structure, subject to review
and approval by Caltrans.  See the land use discussion in response to Comment 3
above.

The Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) (Appendix 0), developed through the Section
106 consultation process, provides measures to protect the historic structures on YBI
during construction, to restore grounds within the historic district (the area around
Quarters  1 -7),  and to develop a historic structure report for Building 262 to promote the
rehabilitation and reuse of the structure.

Comment 5
Objection to implementation of any of the northern alternatives is noted.

Other alternatives were considered during the environmental review process and
impacts were taken into account. While a southern alternative could have fewer
permanent impacts on land that the CCSF proposes for redevelopment, it would have
greater permanent impacts on the USCG facility on YBI,  the East Bay Municipal Utility
District (EBMUD) facilities at the Oakland Touchdown, and the future Gateway Park in
the Oakland Touchdown area. Construction impacts on YBI would be similar for any
build alternative.

Comment 6
Under Section 3.1.1 - Existing Land Uses in the Project Vicinity of the FEIS, the
following sentences have been added to the YBI and TI discussion:

"YBI and TI are primarily federally owned properties.  YBI is currently under jurisdiction
of and owned by the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) and the Department of the Navy (Navy)
with the exception of the land for right-of-way for all alternatives for the project under
consideration, which was recently transferred to Caltrans. These federal agencies
must approve any activity on their property. In general, the Navy owns the property
north of the existing East Span, as well as the ramps to and from the bridge; the USCG
owns most of the property south of the bridge. See Figure 3-2 in Appendix A for the
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jurisdictional boundary. The Navy also owns TI and the causeway connecting YBI and            TI."

While the southern alternatives result in fewer impacts to Navy property, they would
result in permanent impacts to USCG property. Neither the southern or northern
alternatives would have permanent impacts on the Senior Officers' Quarters Historic
District on YBI, which has been determined to be of state and local significance,  not
national historic significance.  The only permanent impact on historic resources
resulting from the northern alternatives would be the visual intrusion to Building 262,
which is not part of the historic district. The Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative would
have a permanent impact on the Senior Officers' Quarters Historic District by
expanding a column footing into the district.

Comment 7
The U.S. Navy was not a cooperating agency; however, it participated in key processes
throughout the project.

Caltrans initiated coordination with the Navy regarding the Retrofit Existing Structure
Alternative in July 1995. A meeting was held with the Navy on January 19, 1996 to
discuss the seismic retrofit of the SFOBB and possible transfer of ownership of the
bridge right-of-way to Caltrans. When replacement alternatives were considered, the
Navy was notified by letter in March  1997. (See Appendix G.)

The Department of the Navy has participated in the EIS process for the East Span
Project. Navy representatives were invited and have participated in the PDT, which                
was assembled by Caltrans to advise in project development. PDT meetings included
detailed presentations of the status of environmental technical studies, results of
studies, and findings of the EIS. Navy representatives have also attended and
participated in MTC Bay Bridge Design Task Force (Task Force) and Engineering and
Design Advisory Panel (EDAP) meetings.  The Navy was also invited to scoping
meetings for the project.

Navy representatives have been invited and have participated in meetings between
Caltrans and the CCSF. The Navy has been invited to meetings held with historic
preservation organizations and local governments to discuss project effects on historic
properties and mitigation measures. Navy officials were also briefed by Caltrans and
FHWA on several occasions at the Navy Facilities Engineering Command's Engineering
Field Activity West in San Bruno, California.

Caltrans provided the Navy with a copy of the Administrative Draft EIS (ADEIS) for
review (on August  17, 1998) prior to public circulation of the document (on September
24, 1998). No comments on the ADEIS were submitted by the Navy to FHWA or
Caltrans.

Comment 8
Please see response to Comment 1 above.
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                Comment 9Construction period impacts are the same regardless of what alternative is selected.
Proposed use of Quarters  1 -7 during bridge construction would be compromised  due
to the following:

• Construction noise (especially nighttime noise);

•    Lighting for night construction;

• Visual impact of temporary detours for the replacement alternatives and construction
activity; and

•    The adjoining Parade Grounds are part of the land transferred to Caltrans as a
construction easement and would not be available for unauthorized parking during
bridge construction.

Building 262 (Torpedo Building) located at the eastern end of YBI would not be usable
during construction due to high levels of construction activity and the restricted access
through the construction zone. Following construction, access to Building 262 would
be restored and the building would be available for reuse, subject to review and
approval by Caltrans. Because the vertical clearance from the top of Building 262 to
the bottom of the bridge is 43 meters (141 feet), no major restrictions on reuse of the
building are foreseen.

                   During the construction period, Caltrans would reimburse CCSF for documented loss of
rental revenues for Quarters  1 -7 as required by the State.   A pre- and post-construction
survey of the buildings would be conducted and any construction-related damage to
the buildings would be repaired as necessary.

According to the 1996 Draft Reuse Plan, new development on YBI  is not scheduled to
commence until 2007, which is approximately when SFOBB construction is targeted for
completion. In addition, East Span Project construction activity would not inhibit the
land transfer process from the Navy to the CCSF, nor would bridge construction impact
CCSF's redevelopment planning and permitting processes that require participation of
federal, state and regional agencies. Major redevelopment actions by CCSF cannot
begin until the planning and permitting actions have been completed.

Section 4.14.2 Transportation Impacts During Construction of the DEIS and FEIS
discusses in detail the potential for traffic disruptions on YBI during construction of the
various alternatives. The realignment of Macalla Road and the impact of construction
equipment on congestion levels and on the road itself are disclosed.  The FEIS
includes additional information on the realignment of Macalla Road as well as
modifications to Southgate Road, the USCG Road, and the unpaved road to Building
262.  Section 4.14.2 discusses the use of the Parade Grounds below Quarters 1-7 for
construction staging and storage and the temporary loss of the use of the Parade
Grounds for parking during special events at the Nimitz House.
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Section 3.1.1 Existing Land Uses in the Project Vicinity has been updated to
provide            further information about Building 213.  As a result of the Federal Land Transfer, part of

Building 213 is now within Caltrans' right-of-way. If requested by the Navy, Caltrans
would work with the Navy to provide a replacement building of like size, construction
materials, and quality and built to current code requirements.  The Navy would need to
provide a suitable site outside of the State right-of-way for the replacement.  This
building was once used as a fire station, but has stood vacant for many years and is
currently being used to store a fire truck.  It is not occupied on a full-time basis.
Functional replacement for Building 213 would be provided with function being defined
as use at the time of acquisition. Replacement of buildings is based on use at time of
project construction and not on future proposed uses.

The DEIS and FEIS, Section 4.14.1 - Temporary Impacts During Construction,
Community Impacts, in the Construction Period Safety and Security discussion,
acknowledges the potential impact to access by emergency vehicles. The contractor
would apprise police, fire, and other emergency response agencies of construction
activities, detours, and road blockages throughout the construction process.

In regard to the noise-sensitive film industry activities on TI, the existing peak-period
noise level is estimated to be 67 A-weighted decibel equivalent sound level (dBA Leq).
The FEIS discusses construction period noise impacts in Section 4.14.5 -
Construction Period Noise and Vibration.  At a distance of 400 meters (1,312 feet),
noise levels generated by construction equipment are generally about 57 dBA Leq.  The
movie studios on TI are located more than 400 meters (1,312 feet) from the project
construction area as the distance from the YBI shoreline to the TI shoreline is 487
meters (1600 feet). (See Figure 3-13 in Appendix A.) As a result, the studios would not
experience construction-period noise levels higher than current noise levels for the
majority of the construction period. However, pile driving is expected to increase noise
levels. Pile driving could result in noise levels of 74 dBA, an increase of up to 7 dBA over
the existing condition of 67 dBA. Pile driving on YBI would be performed intermittently
over a period of about two years. Pile driving activities for a northern alternative would
be a minimum of 610 meters (2,000 feet) from the southern shoreline of TI. There
would be no vibration effects to TI land use as a result of pile driving on YBI. Noise and
vibration monitoring performed at the film studios during the Pile Installation
Demonstration Project (PIDP) indicated similar results. During the PIDP, pile driving
occurred 1,200 to 1,500 meters (3,900 to 4,900 feet) from the film studios.

The conceptual land use plan for YBI contained in the 1996 Draft Reuse Plan is subject
to a number of environmental, regulatory, and market constraints that would affect the
amount and location of development on the eastern end of YBI. The major factors
affecting implementation of the 1996 Draft Reuse Plan on YBI include approval by the
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission, environmental
constraints (slope stability, hazardous wastes, and cultural resources), access,
infrastructure development, and market factors. Construction of the northern
alternatives would impact but not eliminate the development potential on eastern YBI,
just as the other factors listed above would also impact final development plans.
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                 Comment 10It is acknowledged that there are many diverse uses on TI, which are continuing to
grow as activity on the island increases.  It is also acknowledged that residential units
on the central and western portion  of YBI, outside of the project  area,  have  been
refurbished and are in the early stages of leasing.

In the DEIS and FEIS, Section 3.1.1 Existing Land Uses in the Project Vicinity lists
the existing land uses on YBI and TI. These documents incorporated all known uses on
the islands:  the USCG facility with its associated maritime, administrative, and
residential components; Quarters 1-10, including the Nimitz House; additional
residential units along Macalla Road that are market-rate rental units; various land uses
on TI; and historic structures that exist on the two islands.

Comment 11
The Caltrans report, referenced in response to Comment 3 above, concluded that the
redevelopment concept described in the 1996 Draft Reuse Plan can be generally
accommodated with any of the East Span Project alternatives. The report stated that
the general development pattern of reuse of Quarters 1-7, redevelopment of Building
262, development of a conference center, live/work units and artisan cottages can co-
exist with the retrofit or replacement alternatives.

The Caltrans report noted that most of the types of development proposed by CCSF,
including but not limited to restaurants, parking, and storage facilities, which are

                 presumed to
be possible types of development underneath a replacement alternative,

could occur subject to review and approval by Caltrans. A minimum vertical clearance
of  15 meters (50 feet) would need to be maintained between the bottom of the bridge

and the top of any structure placed under the bridge.

Regardless of the build alternative selected, redevelopment activity on TI would not be
impeded by East Span construction activities with the exception of the temporary
construction impacts discussed in response to Comment 9 above.

Redevelopment of the Treasure Island Marina (scheduled to begin in mid- to late-2001)
would not be impacted by project construction because the site is accessed by land
from TI. The 488-meter (1600-foot) width of Clipper Cove allows for simultaneous
unimpeded water access to the marina and East Span Project construction barge
movements to and from YBI (see Figure 4-23 in Appendix A).

Comment 12
FHWA arranged for a transfer of land on YBI from the Navy to Caltrans.  The land, now
owned in fee title by Caltrans, would accommodate any project alternative. Caltrans
has acquired permanent rights to an area on YBI that would encompass a replacement
bridge structure and would extend 6 meters (20 feet) on each side of a replacement
bridge structure.  Land not needed for the East Span Project would be reconveyed to
the Navy after completion of the project (see Figure 3-2 in Appendix A).
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Comment  1 3
The DEIS acknowledged the potential conflicts with the planned reuse of the eastern
end of YBI. Potential conflicts are depicted graphically in Figure 4-1 in Appendix A,
and are discussed in Section 4.1.5 - Development Trends in both the DEIS and FEIS.
Since an EIR/EIS for the reuse of YBI/Tl has not yet been issued, Caltrans has relied on
the 1996 Draft Reuse Plan in its assessment of project impacts, as recommended by
the Navy.

The only building that would be under a new bridge structure with Replacement
Alternative N-6 (Preferred) or N-2 would be Building 262. Reuse of Building 262 is
presumed feasible, as there would be sufficient vertical clearance between it and the
bridge structure. Possible uses of Building 262 under the bridge structure could
include restaurants, parking, and storage facilities, subject to review and approval by
Caltrans. Caltrans will prepare or fund the preparation of a historic structure report for
Building 262 to promote the reuse of this building. (See Stipulation IV, C of the
Memorandum of Agreement in Appendix 0.)

The  East Span Project does not include general replacement of the ramps on YBI,
which are owned by the Navy.  With the exception of the eastbound on-ramp which
must be dismantled and rebuilt to construct the East Span Project, replacement of the
ramps is not related to the purpose and need of the project and there is currently no
funding for ramp replacement other than the eastbound on-ramp.

Comment 14
The 1996 Draft Reuse Plan was considered in the preparation of the DEIS and FEIS.
Guiding policies of the Plan are listed under Section 3.1.3 - Adopted Goals and
Policies, and served as a baseline for discussion of potential impacts. Figure 4-1 in
Appendix A depicts the draft development scenario for YBI superimposed over the
proposed replacement alternatives. Section 4.1.5 - Development Trends includes a
discussion of potential impacts to the planned future uses on YBI. Finally, potential
conflicts with Plan goals and policies are discussed in Section 4.1.6 - Adopted Goals
and Policies. Additional information from the 1996 Draft Reuse Plan has been added to
the FEIS, such as the Reuse Plan implementation phases.

The 1996 Draft Reuse Plan envisions that development of TI/YBI would occur in five
phases. Each phase would build on the previous phase to generate the revenue
necessary for infrastructure improvements, in turn, the construction improvements
would allow for more intensive development in subsequent phases. The phased
implementation process is projected to extend over a period of 35 years.  In the Reuse
Plan, development on YBI is envisioned to occur within the first three phases of
implementation, which is projected to occur over a 15-year period.   To the extent the
implementation plan was premised on release of the final NEPA/CEQA document
several years ago, the phasing schedule in the Reuse Plan appears to be behind
schedule, as the NEPA/CEQA document has not yet been released. Development near
the bridge on YBI, including the conference center, artisan cottages and live/work
units, is included in Phase 3 and was originally scheduled to begin in 2007  This date
is approximately the same as the expected completion of the replacement bridge
Accordingly, there is no conflict in terms of the timing of the two projects.
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Comment 15
Project limits are described in Section 2.1.2 - Project Limits/Location. The general
project area is shown in Figure 2-2. The footprint of each build alternative is delineated
on aerial photography drawings, presented as Figures 2-4.1 through 2-7.5 and 2-10.1 a
through 2-11.5 (Figures are located in Appendix A). Footprints for the temporary
detours on YBI and temporary construction limits for each replacement alternative are
shown on Figures 2-16.1 through 2-18. Construction impacts would be the same
regardless of the selected build alternative. The eastern end of YBI would be used as
a construction yard, with the exception of the Quarters 1-7, which would be excluded
from the temporary construction easement needed. A typical cross section for the
replacement alternatives is presented in Figure 2-8. A conceptual profile showing the
height of replacement alternatives on YBI is shown on Figure 2-9. Visual simulations of
the build alternatives from the vantage point of TI at Clipper Cove are presented in
Figures 4-17a through 4-17c (figures are located in Appendix A).

Comment 16
Due to the geographical constraints (shallow water and steep hillsides) and to avoid
conflicts with USCG marine activity, the build alternatives exclude barge access on the
south shore of YBI.   As a result, barge mooring locations would be limited to the north
and east shores. Two sites have been identified as possible locations (on the north
side adjacent to the Parade Grounds and at the eastern end adjacent to Building 262).
These locations are shown on Figure 2-17.2 in Appendix A. These locations are likely
to be selected because they provide direct access to the flat Parade Grounds area on
YBI that is expected to serve as an equipment and supply laydown area.  The
construction-period impacts on YBI would be similar for all of the build alternatives,
including the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative.

Materials transported by barge would be off-loaded onto trucks by cranes. The trucks
would then shuttle the material from the mooring area to staging areas.  Also, some
material trucked to YBI may be loaded onto barges and barged to construction sites
along the bridge.

Construction activities on YBI related to barge loading and offloading may result in
inconvenience due to truck traffic, noise, etc. Specific construction activity details will
not be known until the contractor submits a work plan to Caltrans for approval.
Caltrans will invite the CCSF, Navy, and USCG to review and comment on the work
plan.

Section 4.14.2 Transportation Impacts During Construction of both the DEIS and
FEIS discusses in detail the potential traffic disruptions on YBI due to construction of
the various replacement alternatives. A detailed construction period Traffic
Management Plan (TMP) would be prepared before construction that would include
provisions for notification of the location and duration of road closures.  The TMP would
include measures to ensure necessary access to Navy facilities and other land uses on
YBI and to mitigate traffic disruptions during project construction.
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Construction specification documents would establish Environmentally Sensitive
Areas             (ESAs) for oak woodlands, buildings, eelgrass beds, and wetlands adjacent to

construction zones and would establish access limitations and restrictions, as
necessary, to minimize traffic disruption and impacts to resources.

At YBI, increased turbidity in the water resulting from such activities as dredging, pile
driving, and barge maneuvering may impair oxygen and water transfer to eelgrass
beds, the benthic community, and fish. Impacts and mitigation are discussed in
Section 4.14.8 - Temporary Impacts During Construction, Natural Resources of the
FEIS.

Pre- and post-construction monitoring would be done on YBI. During construction,
controls and ESAs would be included in project plans, specifications, and estimates to
avoid impacts to eelgrass near YBI that are outside the impact zone. Turbidity would
be monitored and Caltrans would implement a turbidity control program, which may
possibly include turbidity curtains, to control turbidity. Caltrans is continuing to
evaluate the effectiveness, feasibility, and design of turbidity curtains.

Construction of the barge dock near Clipper Cove would result in the permanent loss of
0.01 hectare (0.03 acre) of eelgrass. Off-site mitigation would occur at an appropriate
site.

Barge access would have no impact on TI unless the existing pier on TI is made
available to contractors for loading and unloading equipment and supplies. Currently,
Caltrans does not propose use of the TI pier for construction access.

Temporary construction limits defined on and adjacent to YBI would not directly impact
TI. The limits have been drawn to avoid conflicting with vessel access into the Treasure
Island Marina. Redevelopment of the Treasure Island Marina (scheduled to begin in
mid- to late-2001) would not be impacted by project construction because the site is
accessed  by  land from TI. The 488-meter (1600-foot) width of Clipper Cove allows for
simultaneous unimpeded water access to the marina and construction barge
movements to and from YBI (see Figure 4-21 in Appendix A).

Comment 17
The descriptions of alternatives provided in Chapter 2 - Project Alternatives and the
conceptual alignment drawings in Appendix A provide a description of the location,
length, height, cross section, and footprint of the build alternatives. The items
requested for inclusion in the project description are requests for description of
impacts of the alternatives and discussion of mitigation measures for potential impacts.
This information is provided in Chapter 4 - Environmental Consequences and
Mitigation Measures. The following responses to Comments 18-27 summarize impact
findings and mitigation measures.

Comment  18
A detailed discussion of construction period traffic changes on YBI is provided in
Section 4.14.2 - Transportation Impacts During Construction. Information developed
since publication of the DEIS has been included in the FEIS.

Macalla Road and                      
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Treasure Island Road would remain open during construction or alternative access
would be provided. At times, Macalla Road would be regulated by flaggers to ensure
that there are no conflicts between oversized vehicles and other vehicles. Macalla
Road may have to be realigned around bridge and detour foundations to ensure that
vehicles could navigate the hairpin turn where Macalla Road and Southgate Road
intersect. While a northern alternative would encroach into Macalla Road slightly more
than a southern alternative, realignment would be required for any of the replacement
alternatives.

Comment 19
As mentioned above in response to Comment 18, Macalla Road would remain  open or
alternative access would be provided. Realignment of the road and USCG entrance
would be planned and staged in consultation with the USCG so that it would have an
operational entrance to its facility at all times.

Comment 20
Under a northern alternative, Macalla Road would be lowered about 1 meter (3.3 feet)
at the point where Southgate Road intersects Macalla Road. The lowered Macalla
Road would conform back to the existing grade 75 meters (246 feet) up slope and
about 60 meters (197 feet) down slope. The Macalla Road hairpin at the Southgate
intersection would be shifted about 5 meters (16 feet) towards the inside of the curve.

The realignment of Macalla Road for a southern alternative would be similar to what
would occur under a northern alternative, but the roadway would probably be lowered

                  less than 1 meter (3.3 feet)

The 1998 Finding of Effect report prepared by Caltrans for FHWA for the historic
buildings concluded that the realignment of Macalla Road  in the vicinity of Quarters  10
would not have an adverse effect on this property.  The SHPO reviewed the Finding of
Effect report and concurred that the project would have an adverse effect on historic
properties.  The SHPO did not specify which properties would be adversely affected.

Vehicular access to Quarters 10 would be maintained during realignment of Macalla
Road, except for approximately one day when the driveway to Quarters 10 would be
re-graded to align with the new Macalla Road configuration. Pedestrian access would
be maintained at all times.

If utilities cannot be avoided, they would be relocated or protected in place.

Comment 21
The stairway on YBI provides a link between the USCG base and a bus stop served by
San Francisco Municipal Railway (Muni). Presently, Muni bus route 108, starting at the
Transbay Transit Terminal in San Francisco, exits the Bay Bridge via the ramps on the
eastside of YBI and, using Treasure Island Road, stops at this bus stop before
continuing on to TI. During construction of any of the replacement alternatives,  when
the existing underpass is blocked, the Muni bus route would not be able to serve the
bus stop and would be rerouted via the on- and off-ramps on the west side of YBI.  As
a result of construction activities and the required removal of the stairway (under a
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northern alternative), shuttle service would be provided from the TI gate via Macalla
Road to bring people to the USCG facility. Upon request, the shuttle would also serve
Quarters 8. Once construction of the bridge is completed, the stairway would be
rebuilt at a new location under a northern alternative or re-opened under Replacement
Alternative S-4.

The existing stairs have not been listed or determined eligible for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places. The stairs are not a contributing element to the historic
district or individual properties.

Comment 22
Please see response to Comment 16.

Comment 23
For any project alternative, development directly beneath the bridge structures can be
accommodated, subject to review and approval by Caltrans. A minimum vertical
clearance of 15 meters (50 feet) would be required between the tops of buildings and
the bottom of the bridge structure. As mentioned in response to Comment  13,  the
ramps are not part of the SFOBB East Span Project.

Comment 24
A discussion of impacts and mitigation for historic buildings can be found in Section
4.10.3 - Impacts to Historic Architectural Resources of the FEIS. Impacts to historic
resources are also discussed in Chapter 6 - Section 4(f) Evaluation of the DEIS/FEIS
and the Supplemental Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation (June  1999). No historic buildings                     
would be removed under any of the project's build alternatives.  The MOA (Appendix
0) outlines protective measures for historic properties.

The FEIS includes an updated discussion of the impact of the build alternatives on the
CCSF's plans for redevelopment of YBI/Tl in Section 4.1.5 - Development Trends.  For
a discussion of the viability of the 1996 Draft Reuse Plan, please see the response to
Comment  1 1.

Comment 25
An updated description of how the temporary detours on YBI would be constructed is
provided in the FEIS in Section 2.6.2 - Bridge Replacement Alternatives and Section
2.6.4 - Temporary Detours on YBI and Oakland Touchdown Area. Impacts and
mitigation measures related to temporary detours can be found according to resource
in Section 4.14 - Temporary Impacts During Construction Activities. As stated in
response to Comment 13, with the exception of the eastbound on-ramp which must be
dismantled and rebuilt, construction of new ramps is not part of the project.

Comment 26
A description of underwater pier construction is included in the discussion of in-water
construction in the FEIS in Section 2.6.2 - Bridge Replacement Alternatives.
Construction would not vary substantially for different alternatives, though there are
differences in the number of piers that would need to be constructed and in the depth
to bedrock for founding the main tower, which ranges from 67-71 meters

(220-233 feet)           
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                      for Replacement Alternative S-4, to
11-14 meters (36-46 feet) for Replacement

Alternative N-2, and 6-9 meters (20-30 feet) for Replacement Alternative N-6.
Replacement Alternative S-4 would have 41 in-water piers, Replacement Alternative N-
2 would have 36 piers, and Replacement Alternative N-6 would have 34 piers. There
would be no detour piers in the water for either Replacement Alternative N-6 or
Replacement Alternative N-2. For Replacement Alternative S-4, there would be two or
three piers along the south shore of YBI.

Comment 27
FHWA executed a Federal Land Transfer of land on YBI from the United States to
Caltrans. Please see response to Comment 1 for a description of the land transfer
process.

Comment 28
These concerns are addressed in more detail in the Traffic Circulation, Access and
Parking Assessment and Bicycle and Pedestrian technical studies. The studies
address SFOBB freeway operations, ramp closures, construction impacts, and YBI/TI
access and circulation. The studies provide background and technical support for the
EIS.

•    A detailed discussion of construction-period traffic changes on YBI is provided in
Section 4.14.2 - Transportation Impacts During Construction of the FEIS.  Ramp
closures, road closures, and rerouting of Macalla Road and Treasure Island Road

                      are disclosed.

The exact duration of road closures is not known, but it is expected
that Southgate Road will be closed for approximately two years and the eastbound
off-ramp and westbound on-ramp would be closed for approximately three years.
The TMP would include provisions for notification of the location and duration of
road closures, and other methods of access.

•   Section 4.14.2 Transportation Impacts During Construction presents potential
construction period impacts to traffic and changes in access. Air quality impacts
during construction are addressed in Section 4.14.4- Construction-period Air
Quality. Information is presented for all build alternatives. Traffic, access, and air
quality effects would be similar for all alternatives.

•   See first bullet above.

•    See first bullet above and response to Comment 20 above.

• Traffic operational characteristics of the existing Navy-owned off-ramps would not
be modified by the proposed project.  The only ramp to be modified by the East
Span Project would be the eastbound on-ramp.  This new ramp would meet current
design and safety standards and would therefore reduce the potential for accidents
on the ramp compared to existing conditions.

•   The bicycle/pedestrian facilities on YBI are discussed in the SFOBB East Span
Project's Bicycle and Pedestrian Study, which is available for review at the Caltrans

                        District
4 Public Information Office and at selected libraries listed in the Preface of
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the FEIS. There are currently no bicycle facilities on the island and few pedestrian              
facilities. Pedestrian facilities include sidewalks, footpaths and stairways.  Most of
the roadways on the island are not designed to accommodate pedestrians and
bicycles, but also do not explicitly forbid non-motorized travel.  It is recognized that
with the potential increase in population on YBI that there may be an increase in
bicycle and pedestrian activity.  The TMP would include provisions for signage to all
motorized and non-motorized traffic, including bicycle and pedestrian traffic,
proximate to project construction areas.

• Heavy trucks may conflict with other roadway users. Measures would be taken to
reduce the impacts as much as possible. Truck traffic would be regulated by
flaggers to ensure that there are no conflicts Detween oversized vehicles and other
vehicles.

Truck and heavy equipment traffic on YBI streets may cause damage to roadway
pavement. The roadway surfaces would be restored at the end of the East Span
Project construction period.

•    Please see response to Comment 21 As previously noted, the existing stairs have
not been listed or determined eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic
Places.

Comment 29
The Area of Potential Effect (APE) for this undertaking includes the northeastern portion
of YBI where construction activities would take place and within which the build                       
alternatives have the potential to affect historic properties. Typically APEs are
established for permanent impacts, not construction period activities.  TI and the
remaining portion of YBI were not included in the APE because there is no potential to
affect historic properties in these areas.  The SHPO did not object to the definition of
the APE.

The three historic buildings on TI are more than 600 meters (2,000 feet) from the
eastern portion of YBI. Because of the distance between these buildings and the
construction area, noise generated by most construction activities would be
considerably diminished by the time it reaches TI, and is not expected to exceed the
ambient daytime noise level at these historic buildings.

Please see response to Comment 9 for a discussion of noise impacts.

Comment 30
See response to Comment 29 above.  See also Section 4.5 - Noise and Vibration for
discussion of future noise levels at receptor locations on TI.

Comment 31
Comment noted.
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                Comment 32The architecture of the Senior Officers' Quarters Historic District and its association with
military history are the attributes that qualify it for the National Register. Alterations to
the grounds of the historic district during construction of a new bridge and other
temporary construction activities on YBI are not considered to have an adverse affect
on the historic properties because of their temporary nature and because they do not
change the architectural characteristics of the buildings.

Caltrans would ensure that the grounds of the Senior Officers' Quarters Historic District
and Quarters 10 are restored, after completion of the bridge project and removal of all
temporary structures, to their condition prior to the start of the undertaking.  See the
MOA in Appendix 0.

The historic district on YBI is outside the temporary construction easement that
Caltrans acquired in October 2000. Public access to these buildings would be
restricted during the construction period. Vehicular access to Quarters 10 would be
restricted for approximately one day when the driveway is re-graded to align with the
new Macalla Road configuration. Since access would be maintained for the Navy and
CCSF, their ability to meet their obligations to maintain these buildings will not be
diminished.

It is acknowledged that the desirability of Quarters  1-7 and Quarters 10 would  be
impacted during the construction period for the East Span. Potential impacts during
construction include possible traffic disruptions, noise, visual impacts due to temporary

                  detours, and the unavailability of the Parade Grounds for event parking. Caltrans
would reimburse CCSF for documented loss of rental revenues for Quarters  1 -7.   A pre-
and post-construction survey of the buildings would be conducted and construction-
related damage to the buildings would be repaired as necessary. Caltrans would also
provide reimbursement for documented losses to Quarters 10 as well. In addition,
measures to protect these buildings during construction would be undertaken, as
stipulated in the MOA, included in Appendix 0 of the FEIS.

Comment 33
Construction activities on YBI may result in inconvenience from truck traffic, noise, etc.
However, these temporary disruptions would not physically alter the historic buildings
or affect the characteristics that qualify them for National Register listing. Please see
response to Comment 32 regarding use and maintenance of historic buildings on YBI.
In addition, development near the bridge on YBI proposed in the 1996 Draft Reuse Plan
is scheduled to begin in 2007.  This date is approximately when construction of the new
East Span Project would be completed and, accordingly, there is no conflict in terms of
the timing of the two projects.

Comment 34
DEIS/FEIS, Sections 4.4 - Noise and Vibration and 4.14.5 - Construction Period
Noise and Vibration present the findings of the noise and vibration analysis.  The
buildings on TI used for film production are included as noise- and vibration- sensitive
receptors. There would not be noise and vibration impacts to activities in these

                         structures.
(See Comment 11  for a discussion of noise impacts from pile driving.)
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The studios may be more concerned about the construction of the CCSF Treasure
Island Marina expansion, which may require pile driving immediately adjacent to
Buildings 2 and 3 (the film studios).

Comment 35
Replacement Alternatives N-2 and N-6 would each place the westbound structure over
the southeast corner of the historic district; however, no buildings are located in this
area.   The new structure would be approximately  10 to 12 meters (33 to 40 feet) closer
to Quarters 1 than the existing structure and would be about 36 meters (120 feet)
above the historic district.  The 1998 Finding of Effect report concluded that the project
would not diminish any aspect of the district's integrity.

The SHPO reviewed the Finding of Effect report and concurred that the project would
have an adverse effect on historic properties, but did not specify which properties
would be adversely affected.

An Addendum Finding of Adverse Effect report was prepared in October 1999, which
included visual simulations looking east from Quarters 1, showing the existing bridge,
Replacement Alternative N-6, and Replacement Alternative S-4. While the northern
alternatives would bring the new bridge slightly closer to Quarters 1 than the existing
bridge, it would be only a minor change from the existing condition and would not
constitute an adverse effect. The historic district was determined eligible for listing in
the National Register for its architecture and association with military history with the
existing bridge in place.  None of the replacement alternatives would affect these                    
qualifying characteristics.

In the Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between FHWA, USCG, SHPO and ACHP,
which was signed in May 2000, mitigation measures were included to ensure that the
historic district grounds are fully restored after construction is completed. Stipulation V,
C of the MOA states:

"Caltrans would ensure that the grounds within the National Register
boundaries of the Senior Officers' Quarters Historic District, Quarters 8, and
Quarters  10 are restored after completion of the bridge project and removal
or all temporary structures, to their condition prior to the start of the
Undertaking. Caltrans would photographically document the grounds of
these properties prior to the start of the undertaking to establish the baseline
condition for restoration.  A copy of this photographic documentation would
be provided to the Navy, USCG, and the CCSF. Restoration of the grounds
would include, but would not necessarily be limited to:  new sod in grass
areas, replacement of shrubbery and trees; regrading and revegetation of
disturbed slopes; repair or replacement of damaged trees; regrading and
revegetation of disturbed slopes; repair or replacement of damaged paving,
sidewalks and curbs."
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                Comment 36Please see response to Comment 20 regarding details as to how Macalla Road
realignment under the replacement alternatives would impact Quarters 10 and its
garage (Building 267). The realignment of Macalla Road would not be completely
avoided with a southern alternative. Some realignment would be required. However, it
is anticipated that the roadway would not have to be lowered as much as with a
northern alternative. In either case, the changes are temporary and not permanent,
which is the basis for evaluating effects.

Comment 37
The project would not permanently diminish the integrity of these historic properties or
alter the architectural characteristics that make the buildings eligible for National
Register listing. As shown in Appendix A on Figure 2-17.2 for the Preferred Alternative,
temporary detours would not physically affect Quarters  1 -7 or Quarters  10.

Comment 38
The DEIS and the FEIS address the potential visual impacts associated with the
placement of temporary detours on YBI in Section 4.14.3 - Construction-period Visual
Impacts. Both documents note that the number of columns would range from 59 for
Replacement Alternative S-4 to 91 columns for Replacement Alternative N-2.  The
placement of these columns would restrict views from YBI and have a negative visual
impact. However, these columns would be temporary. The period from the beginning
of construction to the end of operational use of the temporary detours would be
approximately four years. The detours may be removed as soon as they are no longer
needed to carry traffic or they may be removed as one of the last steps of bridge
construction on YBI, because the contractor may use them as platforms from which to
construct other portions of the bridge.

While the placement of these detour columns on YBI during construction would result in
a negative visual impact on views from the island, these structures are necessary to
construct all the replacement alternatives without closing the East Span for extended
periods. The visual impact during construction would make Quarters 1-7 less desirable
for potential lessees and visitors. Caltrans would reimburse the CCSF for documented
losses of income.

Noise cannot damage buildings. Normal project construction activities do not generate
substantial levels of vibration, but in rare circumstances can damage structures.  Pile
driving occurring within 30 meters (100 feet) can cause architectural and structural
damage to some buildings, especially unreinforced or older buildings. Since all
buildings on YBI would be more than 30 meters (100 feet) away from construction
activities that would generate vibration, it is expected that vibration levels experienced
at buildings would be well below the architectural damage risk level. While no damage
is expected, historic properties on YBI would be monitored for vibration damage.  See
the vibration abatement discussion in Section 4.14.5 - Construction-period Noise and
Vibration.

Section 4.14.5 of the FEIS has been revised to include more information about

  construction noise impacts on YBI and possible measures to minimize impacts.
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Caltrans, in consultation with the Navy and the Coast Guard, has developed
appropriate measures to protect the Senior Officers' Quarters Historic District, Quarters
8, Quarters 10, and Buildings 262 and 267 from damage during the undertaking. The
protective measures would be included in contract specifications. Caltrans would
ensure that any inadvertent construction-related damage to the buildings would be
repaired in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation
and Guidelines for Rehabilitating Historic Buildings. Caltrans would photographically
document the condition of these buildings and their grounds prior to construction to
establish the baseline condition for assessing damage.  A copy of this photographic
documentation will be provided to the Navy, USCG, and CCSF.

Comment 39
Caltrans would carry out vibration monitoring at Building 262 as well as for other
historic properties..  In the unlikely event that the building is damaged by vibration due
to bridge construction activities, it would be repaired in accordance with the Secretary
of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Please see response to Comment 38 for
additional details about protective measures and repair of inadvertent damage.
Vibration from traffic on a new bridge under any of the replacement alternatives is
expected to be lower than from the existing bridge because the new bridge would be
paved with concrete and have fewer expansion joints. The amount of vibration would
be well below the level that could pose any risk to Building 262.

A northern alternative, because of its height above Building 262, would not permanently
cast a shadow on this building. Compared to existing conditions, the building would
be in shadow for longer periods in mid-summer and for shorter periods in the winter,
due to the angle of the sun in relation to the position of the bridge. The existing bridge,
to the south of Building 262, also casts a shadow on this building some of the time.
Figure 4-26 in Appendix A shows projected shadows from the northern alternatives
over Building 262.

Building 262 would not be usable during construction due to high levels of construction
activity and the restricted access through the construction zone. Following
construction, access to Building 262 would be restored and the building would be
available for reuse, subject to review and approval by Caltrans.  As a mitigation
measure, Caltrans would prepare or fund the preparation of a historic structure report
for Building 262 to promote the reuse of this building; see Stipulation IV, C in the MOA
(in Appendix 0). The report would include an assessment of the structural condition of
the building and make recommendations for structural improvements.

Comment 40
The  purpose of Section 106 review is to ensure that federally-involved projects include
due consideration of the effects of the project on properties included in or eligible for
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. Mitigation measures for effects are
included in the MOA.

Public involvement and coordination activities required in the Section 106 process are
coordinated with the public involvement and coordination activities required under                 
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NEPA even though the Section 106 and NEPA processes are independent of each
other. The National Historic Preservation Act requires public involvement in the Section
106 process, but does not provide standards for providing notice and information to
the public.  The Act states that the public involvement process under NEPA can be
used for Section 106 public involvement.

For the East Span Project, Caltrans and FHWA conducted the required public
participation activities under NEPA. Four scoping meetings were held. Additional
informational public meetings were also held.  The DEIS was circulated for a 60-day
public review period during which the public was able to submit formal comments on
the project by providing written comments or by giving oral comments to a court
reporter at any of the four public hearings. All comments received, including those
from the historic preservation community, were responded to. The comments and
responses are presented in Volume  I I  of the  FEIS.

In addition to NEPA public involvement activities, Caltrans has contacted and invited to
meetings several historic preservation groups and local governments. Public
involvement is not a prerequisite in reaching agreements on specific mitigation
measures through the MOA. In other words, the Section 106 process allows for
disagreements. Specific details about this coordination can be found in Appendix E of
the FEIS. Major highlights include:

•       I n  April 1997, Caltrans invited the historic preservation groups to comment on the

                       East
Span Project with respect to historic properties and suggestions for possible

mitigation measures;

•     In July 1997, Caltrans presented the project at a meeting of the Oakland
Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board (LPAB), which was also attended by other
historic preservation groups;

•    In June and July 1998, copies of the Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR),
including the Historic Architecture Survey Report and the Archaeological Survey
Report were sent to the CCSF, Navy, USCG, and SHPO;

•    In July 1998, Caltrans met Oakland LPAB staff to discuss possible mitigation
measures;

•    The Finding of Effect reports (one for buildings and structures and one for
archaeological resources) were transmitted to the SHPO;

•      In December 1998, Caltrans held a meeting with historic preservation groups to
discuss possible measures to mitigate project effects on historic properties;

•      In  February  1999, a representative of the ACHP and the SHPO toured the project
area and the historic properties with representatives from Caltrans, FHWA, the
Navy, and the USCG. The following day, two meetings were held with invited
historic preservation organizations and local governments, to further discuss
project effects on historic properties and mitigation measures;
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•      In  May 1999, Caltrans sent letters to 14 individuals on a list provided by the
Native                     American Heritage Commission, inviting their comment on the treatment of

archaeological site CA-SFr-04/H on YBI; and

•      In October 1999, the Addendum Finding of Adverse Effect and Consideration of
Proposed Mitigation Measures reports were transmitted to the CCSF, City of
Oakland, SHPO, ACHP, Navy and USCG, and Bay Area historic preservation
groups. The mitigation measures report contained the proposed MOA.  The SHPO,
ACHP, Navy, and the USCG also received copies of the proposed MOA with the
request that these agencies review and comment. Their comments were
considered and included in the MOA as appropriate (See Appendix 0 for the
MOA.).

Caltrans also met with the Navy in August of 1998 to discuss project effects on historic
properties on YBI. In evaluating all possible mitigation, Caltrans and FHWA sought the
Navy's input and cooperation; see Section 106 chronology above.  On June 23,2000,
the Navy was asked to concur on the MOA (see Appendix G for FHWA's letter).  The
Navy did not sign the MOA.

Comment 41
The existing bridge, support columns, and ramps occupy a substantial portion of the
eastern side of YBI and dominate existing views to and from the island. While the
replacement alternatives would require new columns to be placed on YBI that would
obstruct views, the visual impact of these new columns is offset by the removal of the
existing East Span and columns, resulting in changes in views blocked. Views from the           
eastern portion of the island are already blocked in some directions by existing
columns. All replacement alternatives would block some views that are now available,
and would open views now blocked by the existing bridge. Additional simulations have
been provided in the FEIS (Figures 4-15a through 4-15c in Appendix A) to address the
concern about views from the eastern side of YBI.

There would be visual changes during construction from grading and other related
activities on the eastern portion of YBI. Disturbance of slopes caused by grading and
related activities would be mitigated by re-grading and revegetation.

Columns required for temporary detours would also restrict views from YBI as
described in the FEIS in Section 4.14.3 - Construction-period Visual Impacts.
However, these columns would be temporary and would be dismantled as soon as
possible after opening the new bridge to traffic.  It is estimated that these structures
would be in place for approximately four years from initial construction to removal.
Since the columns would be removed after construction of the bridge is complete, the
visual impact of these columns is temporary.

None of the replacement alternatives analyzed would have a substantial visual impact
on the historic buildings on TI. As discussed in Section 4.3.3 - Impacts on Views to the
Bridge, the self-anchored suspension bridge design would have a minimally beneficial
impact on visual quality due to an increase in vividness and unity and the Retrofit
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1  Existing Structure Alternative would have a minimally adverse impact on visual quality
due to an increase in view obstruction.

Comment 42
The visual impact analysis presented in the DEIS/FEIS in Section 4.3, describes the
visual impacts associated with each of the proposed project alternatives.  The
information in this section is presented in terms of the visual impacts of the various
alternatives and design variations on: 1) landscape units (Section 4.3.1), 2) views from
the bridge (Section 4.3.2), and 3) views to the bridge (Section 4.3.3). Under each of
these topics, the impacts of each alternative are discussed.

With regard to the various visual impacts of the bridge alternatives and design
variations, the only substantial visual impact is related to the removal of vegetation on
both YBI and the Oakland Touchdown area. Mitigation is proposed for both of these
areas (see Section 4.3.4- Impacts Due to the Removal of Vegetation and Slope
Disturbance, Mitigation Measures and Appendix 0 - Memorandum of Agreement).

Comment 43
The DEIS and FEIS present build alternatives that would ensure safety of YBI residents
and visitors by providing a lifeline vehicular crossing between YBI and the Oakland
Touchdown area. YBI visitors and residents would benefit from the replacement
alternatives because the alternatives would provide a lifeline structure and dismantle
the existing East Span, which could experience multiple failures and/or collapse during
a major seismic event. Failure and/or collapse on the East Span that could result from
the No-Build Alternative or Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative would potentially
endanger YBI residents and guests and would eliminate public safety and emergency
vehicle access from the  East  Bay to YBI.

In regard to traffic-related public safety issues during construction, please see

response to Comment 28.

Comment 44
During construction, there would always be access to and from YBI and TI. However,
there would be some roadway closures and detours. Caltrans is continuing to
investigate lane and bridge closures to transition traffic from the existing bridge to the
temporary detours and a replacement bridge. Caltrans would plan the closures in an
effort to simultaneously minimize public inconvenience, facilitate construction, and
maximize public safety. The closures would be scheduled to occur during off-peak
hours to the maximum extent feasible. Caltrans would implement a Traffic
Management Plan (TMP) to manage impacts to traffic.

The TMP, prepared before construction, would include provisions for notification of the
location and duration of road closures. To ensure that emergency vehicles have
access to YBI and TI during construction, the provisions in the TMP would include that
the contractor performing the construction must apprise police, fire, and other
emergency response agencies of construction activities, detours, and road blockages
throughout the construction process. Although lanes would be closed to general

  traffic, emergency vehicles would be allowed to pass through the closure most of the
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time.  Caltrans will coordinate with the contractor and emergency service
providers                  regarding access needs during the periods when no vehicles can pass.

Comment 45
Field surveys were conducted for eelgrass, wetlands, and sand flats. Survey results
are discussed in Section 3.9.4 - Wetlands and Waters of the United States of both the
DEIS and FEIS. Water quality impacts are discussed in Section 4.8. These sections in
the FEIS have also been updated to include additional information that resulted from
refinement of previous data in response to comments. Impacts to intertidal habitat are
now quantified in Table 4.9-5 and Table 4.14-3 of the FEIS.

Marine habitat created by the existing East Span piers was evaluated in the Essential
Habitat Assessment, which is an appendix to the June 1999 Biological Assessment.
Approximately 15,000 square meters (161,000 square feet) of vertical habitat is
provided by the existing bridge piers. The bridge piers support a diverse community of
benthic organisms associated with mussel beds, including starfish, shrimp, sponges,
worms anemones, oysters, and crabs. The piers do not provide habitat or foraging
areas for any special status species. The Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative would
result in the removal of existing benthic organisms at all existing piers during
construction. However, after completion of retrofit activities, the vertical habitat would
be slightly larger due to expanded piers.  With the replacement alternatives, the habitat
on the existing East Span would be removed as part of the dismantling process, but a
replacement bridge would provide new habitat.  The new habitat would be smaller than
the existing habitat because the pier surface area within the water column for the
replacement alternatives would be less than for the existing East Span due to the use               
of smaller piers. The decrease in the amount of habitat would not create an impact to
overall marine habitat in San Francisco Bay given the size and extent of the Bay.

For the most part, additional areas of shadow caused by a replacement bridge
structure would not impact marine habitat. Plankton productivity would not be
impacted, considering the short period of time that the plankton, which circulates with
the currents, is under the bridge. The general depth of the water under most of the
bridge length already limits the occurrence of light-dependent anchored macroalgal
beds.

The impacts of shading on eelgrass beds in the project area have been further
evaluated since publication of the DEIS. This information is summarized in Section
4.9.2 - Special Aquatic Sites, Section 4.9.6 - Natural Resources, Mitigation, and
Section 4.14.8 - Temporary Impacts, Natural Resources of the FEIS. The northern
alternatives would not have permanent impacts to eelgrass in the Oakland Touchdown
area as a result of shading from the bridge deck. However, dredging at the Oakland
Touchdown area and construction of a barge dock at YBI would permanently impact
eelgrass beds. No shading impacts to eelgrass beds are anticipated with
Replacement Alternative S-4 because it would be constructed high enough above the
water surface to allow sunlight to penetrate the area from an angle to the north or
south. However, dredging at YBI for barge access and construction of a barge dock at
YBI would permanently impact eelgrass beds.
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Construction of a northern alternative would shade portions of the sand flats (along the
northern portion of the Oakland Touchdown area) that would be underneath or
immediately adjacent to a replacement structure. This would decrease the amount of
shorebird feeding habitat available.

A Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites has been developed to replace
the functions and values of impacted eelgrass and sand flats to the extent feasible (see
Appendix N).

Comment 46
Several heron species  may  nest and roost on  YBI. The black-crowned night heron  is
not a listed species; however, it is protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, which
states that breeding birds cannot be disturbed.

Prior to the removal of trees during construction  on  YBI, a biological monitor would
survey for black-crowned night heron nests. Any trees with nests or those adjacent to
trees with nests would not be removed until the nesting period is complete.
Alternatively, to the extent feasible, trees that need to be removed could be removed
prior to the nesting season (after surveys have been conducted), so as to not impact
the construction schedule. Nesting usually occurs between February and July.

Comment 47

                 In accordance
with Caltrans' National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)

Permit No. CAS000003, a site grading plan would be prepared that would address
earthwork issues, including temporary and permanent measures to control surface
rainfall runoff and to prevent erosion. Typical features consist of surface water
collection and conveyance systems, soils subdrains, ground surface erosion control
matting, rapid-growth vegetation, etc. These and other appropriate techniques may be
employed to create stable, erosion-resistant earth slopes. The contractor would
prepare and implement a plan and Caltrans would be responsible for final approval of
the plan.

Visual impacts and mitigation are discussed in the DEIS/FEIS in Section 4.3.4
Impacts due to the Removal of Vegetation and Slope Disturbance on Yerba Buena
Island and at the Oakland Touchdown Area.

Comment 48
For dredging impacts, please see the Dredged Material Management Plan that has
been prepared and circulated since publication of the DEIS and is included as
Appendix M of the FEIS.  Also, see Section 4.14.8- Temporary Impacts, Natural
Resources and 4.14.10 - Construction Excavation and Dredging of the FEIS.

Increased turbidity resulting from activities such as dredging, pile driving, barge
maneuvering, removal of existing pilings, and installation of falsework may impair
oxygen and water transfer to the benthic community, fish, and to any Pacific herring
eggs attached to eelgrass, algae, and pilings located within the project area. Potential

                  impacts to
the benthic community and fish would be localized, short-term, and
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transient in nature. During the Pacific herring spawning season, a monitor
would                    observe the construction area for spawning activities. To reduce adverse impacts to

herring eggs, if spawning is observed work in the spawning area would be stopped for
up to 14 days. Caltrans would also implement a turbidity control program, which may
possibly include the use of turbidity curtains to control turbidity. Caltrans is continuing
to evaluate the effectiveness, feasibility, and design of turbidity curtains.

Comment 49
All utilities on YBI and the Oakland shore that are impacted by construction would be
relocated or protected in place. Underwater utilities on the Oakland shore (254-
millimeter [10-inch] diameter natural gas line and 12 kilovolt electrical line) would be
protected in place. Bridge footings would be located to avoid impacts to the
underwater utilities. Caltrans and the contractor will coordinate with utility providers
throughout the design process and construction. Caltrans or the contractor would
repair inadvertent damage resulting from construction activities.

Comment 50
See response to Comment 49.

Comment 51
Caltrans, in coordination with the Navy and CCSF (for YBI) and EBMUD (for the
Oakland Touchdown), would prepare an emergency response plan for the contractor.
This plan would include an emergency contact list with the telephone numbers of
personnel responsible for each of the utilities. The contractor would be responsible if
disruption of service happens and would be responsible for contacting the appropriate             
utility personnel in case of an emergency. These requirements would be included in
the contract specifications.

Comment 52
The DEIS was not intended to characterize the soils and rock conditions in great detail,
but to summarize available information. The detailed information is included in the
following three reports, which are available for public review at the Caltrans District 4
Public Information Office:

• Preliminary Marine Geotechnical Site Characterization;
• Preliminary Yerba Buena Island Geotechnical Site Characterization; and
• Preliminary Oakland Shore Approach Geotechnical Site Characterization.

The impact to the existing soils and bedrock conditions or aquifers would be similar for
any of the replacement alternatives. However, the alignments of Replacement
Alternatives N-2 and N-6 provide easier access to bedrock to construct the main span
tower. With Replacement Alternative N-2, depth to bedrock would be approximately
11-14 meters (36-46 feet) below the mudline, and with Replacement Alternative N-6,
the depth to bedrock would be approximately 6-9 meters (20-30 feet) below the
mudline. In contrast, the depth to bedrock for Replacement Alternative S-4 would be
approximately 67-71 meters (220-233 feet) below the mudline. Easier access to
bedrock for Replacement Alternatives N-2 and N-6 (easiest for N-6) would allow for
shorter piles, which would reduce the overall seismic load

demands on the main span             

San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project FEIS Page  1 -106



Volume 1 1: Section 1 DEIS Comments and Responses
Department of the Navy  11/23/1998

                 tower.
For construction of Replacement Alternative S-4, the tower would need to be

longer to reach bedrock, thereby subjecting it to greater stresses in an earthquake.  Its
design would need to be more massive to provide the same seismic resistance
provided by a shorter tower for Replacement Alternative N-2 or N-6.  As a result, the
foundation would also need to be more massive to support the longer and more
massive tower. The greater depth to bedrock and the larger foundation together would
increase the area of excavation and the quantity of excavated material requiring
disposal. Placing a key structural element of the bridge in over 60 meters (200 feet) of
soft sediments would present substantial logistical challenges during construction.

Comment 53
As discussed in the DEIS/FEIS in Section 4.5 - Noise and Vibration, peak-noise-hour
noise levels resulting from the replacement alternatives after project completion would
generally be lower than existing levels.

As stated in Section 4.14.5 Construction Period Noise and Vibration, construction
noise is unavoidable and could adversely impact some nearby residents during
construction activity periods, including Quarters  1 -7. However, the impact would  be
temporary and would be limited to when construction is closest to a particular location.
Abatement measures would be incorporated into the project's contract specifications to
minimize construction noise impacts.

Also discussed in Section 4.14.5, the historic buildings on YBI would not be close
enough to vibration-causing construction activities to be vulnerable to potential

  damage. However, measures to monitor and minimize the risk of damage from
vibration at historic buildings are described in the "Abatement" portion of Section
4.14.5 of the DEIS/FEIS and are included in the MOA (in Appendix 0).

Comment 54
The Navy's opposition to the northern alternatives is noted.

The historic resources of YBI are eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic
Places at the state or local level of significance; they are not eligible for listing at the
national level of significance. See response to Comments 9, 13, 20, 24, 29, 32, 33, 34,
and 37-40 above. Caltrans would reimburse CCSF for documented loss of rental
revenues for Quarters 1-7 during the construction period,. Access would be
maintained.  A pre- and post-construction survey of the buildings would be conducted
and construction-related damage to the buildings would be repaired as necessary.

Building 262 (Torpedo Building), located at the eastern end of YBI, would not be usable
during construction due to high levels of construction activity and the restricted access
through the construction zone. Following construction, access to Building 262 would
be restored and the building would be available for reuse, subject to review and
approval by Caltrans.  At the present time, Building 262 is vacant, unusable, and not
maintained.

The  Caltrans  land use report on YBI, referenced in Response 3, concluded  that the

 
redevelopment concept described  in the 1996 Draft Reuse  Plan  can be generally
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accommodated with any of the East Span Project alternatives. The Caltrans
report also            noted that most types of development proposed by the CCSF under a replacement

bridge, including but not limited to restaurants, parking, and storage facilities are
presumed to be possible, subject to review and approval by Caltrans.

Comment 55
Caltrans is preparing a risk design for Replacement Alternative N-6. In December
1998, Caltrans identified this alternative as its Preferred Alternative following circulation
of the DEIS and consideration of public and agency comments on the document.  In
October 2000, FHWA identified Replacement Alternative N-6 as its Preferred Alternative
following the ACOE study that concluded that replacing the existing East Span was
better than retrofitting it.  The ACOE stated that, "A replacement alternative is the path
that most quickly resolves the exposure of the public to the seismic vulnerability of the
existing structure." The design work on the Preferred Alternative is called a risk design
because it has not yet been approved pursuant to environmental compliance.
Designing prior to environmental approval shortens the time before the seismic
improvements are actually completed, if that alternative is selected.  The risk is that a
different project alternative may be approved, and then the design work would have to
start over.  For most projects this would not be a prudent risk. Because this project
involves seismic safety and a major earthquake could happen at any time, Caltrans has
concluded that this risk is worthwhile. Months and even years can be saved if the
approved alternative has already been designed and is ready for construction when
the environmental process is completed.

There were several reasons why Caltrans considered a northern alternative to be                     
reasonable. State Senate Bill 60 provided a financing mechanism and identified
funding sources for seismic improvements for Bay Area toll bridges.  As part of this bill,
the estimated cost of replacing the East Span included the assumption that the new
bridge would be located north adjacent to the existing bridge.  MTC, a regional
governmental agency that provides regional transportation planning and coordination
of transportation activities for the nine-county Bay Area, recommended a northern
alternative following public input at many open meetings. The recommendation also
occurred after MTC took into consideration expert input from renowned geologists,
seismologists, bridge engineers, and designers.

As mentioned in response to Comment 5, other alternatives were considered during the
environmental review process and all impacts were taken into account during the
identification of the Preferred Alternative. While a southern replacement alternative
would have fewer permanent impacts on Navy-owned land expected to be transferred
to the CCSF, it would have greater permanent impacts on the USCG facility on YBI,
EBMUD facilities, and the future Gateway Park at the Oakland Touchdown area.
Construction impacts on YBI would be similar for any build alternative.
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STATE OF CALIFORNA · THE RESOURCES AGENCY PETE WILSON. Governor

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME                                               <
1416 NINTH STREET
P. O. BOX 944209
SACRAMENTO, CA 94244·2090
19161446·9338

December 8, 1998

Ms. Mara Melandry
Caltrans District 4
111 Grand Avenue                                                                                                                          '
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, California 94623-0660

Dear Ms. Melandry:

The Department of Fish and Game (DFG) has reviewed the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement/Statutory Exemption (DEIS/SE) for the San Francisco-Oakland Bay
Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project proposed by the California Department of
Transportation (Caltrans), and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), with the
U.S. Coast Guard as a cooperating agency. The stated purpose of the project is to
either retrofit or replace the existing San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge (SFOBB) East

                                      Span
in order to assure that the span would withstand a maximum credible earthquake

(MCE) (an earthquake of magnitude 8.0 or greater on the Richter scale), thus providing
a vehicular lifeline connection between Yerba Buena Island (YBI), Treasure Island (TI)
and the cities of San Francisco and Oakland. The retrofit or replacement would also
satisfy current operational and safety standards. The project is exempt from the
requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) under the California
Streets and Highways Code Section 180.2, and CEQA Section 21080, due to the fact
that the retrofit or replacement of the existing bridge are considered actions necessary
to prevent or mitigate an emergency.

The DEIS/SE describes five alternatives that include a No-Build Alternative; an
altemativefor the retrofit of the existing structure; and three replacement alternatives.
A preferred alternative was not identified in the DEIS/SE.  Two of the replacement
alternatives (N-2 and N-6) would be aligned north of the existing bridge and one to the
south of the existing bridge (S-4).  Each of the three replacement alternatives would
require the dismantling and disposal of the existing East Span of the Bay Bridge.  All of
the alternatives, with the exception of the No-Build Alternative, would require dredging,
the use of explosives, new Bay fill, and the use of heavy pile-driver equipment mounted
on deep draft barges. The amount of dredge material, depending on the alternative
chosen, rangea from 417,075 to 842,474 cubic yards (cys). Caltrans and the FHWA                             1
propose in the DEIS/SE that the dredged material would be disposed of at the in-Bay
Alcatraz Disposal Site. The quantity of explosives that would be necessary to aid in the
construction of support piers for the new bridge or the retrofitted bridge is calculated in
the DEIS/SE to be 70,000 pounds, resulting in the subsequent removal and disposal of
353,100 cubic feet  (cf) of rock.    New Bay fill, depending on the alternative chosen,
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would range from 522,700 to 720,400 cf.  The deep draft barges in the Retrofit
alternative would require a -12 foot channel created in shallow water for the duration of
the project construction.

As a result of project activities related to bridge replacement, there would be a
loss of, or impacts to, seasonal wetlands, mudflats, and eelgrass (Zostera marina)
habitats.  The two northern replacement alternatives (N-2 and N-6) would result in the
loss of 0.3 acres of mudfiats, 0.07 acres of non-tidal wetlands, and 0.61 acres of
eelgrass beds, all located north of the existing San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge Toll
Plaza. Along the northern rocky shore of YBI, 1.2 acres of eelgrass would be affected
by the placement of work barges used for the duration of construction. The southern
alternative (S#) would result in the loss of 0.1 acres of non-tidal wetlands, 0.15 acres
of mudflats (located along the beach on the south side of YBI), and approximately 0.75
acres of eelgrass (located along the southern shore of YBI).  The No Build and Retrofit
Alternatives would not affect any of these critical habitats.

The DFG concurs with the need to either retrofit or replace the existing East
Span of the Bay Bridge for the reasons stated above. We understand the need to
address the purpose and need of the project in the most cost effective way that ensures
constructibility of the project. However, we do have substantial concerns related to the
lack of information in the DEIS/SE regarding mitigation for impacts to fish and wildlife
resources in San Francisco Bay, and in some cases fully identifying impacts as a result
of the project.  It is DFG's position that the fact that this project is exempt from the
normal CEQA procedures does not exempt the project sponsors from replacing
unavoidable project-caused losses to the State's natural resources. Failure to provide                                                     
for this replacement would result in the unlawful subsidization of this project with these                            2
natural resources losses

While the DEIS/SE identifies both the amount of each habitat that would be lost
or impacted due to the proposed replacement alternatives, and the potential
replacement ratio (3:1) for each habitat loss, it lacks adequate information regarding
the conceptual mitigation and monitoring plans for all of the habitats impacted.  For
example, the DEIS/SE asserts that one potential mitigation site for the loss of mudflats
would be Oakland Middle Harbor. If Caltrans/FHWA is referring to the Oakland Middle
Harbor Enhancement Area (MHEA), this is not an appropriate option.  This site is                                 3
currently proposed as a mitigation/enhancement site for the Port of Oakland/Army
Corps of Engineers -50 ft dredging project. The DEIS/SE does not identify any other
potential mitigation sites for the loss of mudflats. Other possible sites should have
been identified and discussed. Furthermore, the DEIS/SE states in numerous places
that the conceptual mitigation and monitoring plans for impacts to eelgress, mudflats,
non-tidal wetlands, and other resources and habitats (as a result of blasting) will be                              4
provided in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). These plans should
have been outlined and discussed in the DEIS/SE to enable the DFG, other agencies
and environmental groups, and the general public to review and provide comment to
ensure the adequacy of the plans prior to the completion of the FEIS. Additionally, it
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was difficult to provide a thorough review of the DEIS/SE without the assessment
documents that were used to generate the DEIS/SE. While these documents were
available at the Caltrans office, they were not provided along with the DEIS/SE for                                5
review. We request that Caltrans provide us with a copy of the Biological Assessment,
Hazardous Waste Assessment, and the Natural Environment Study that were used to
create the DEIS/SE.

According to the DEIS/SE, a substantial amount of explosives (70,000 lbs) would
be needed for all of the alternatives (except the No-Build alternative) to help

construct                              6new support structures for the bridge. In addition, explosives would be needed to
dismantle the existing bridge, however, the quantity of explosives needed for this
aspect of the project was not discussed. The DEIS/SE indicates that the 70,000 lbs of
explosives could be deployed all at once, or, if the shock wave is too great, in a series
of three smaller explosions spaced 1 week apart. While there is mention of a shock
wave, no information is provided on the intensity of the shock wave or its potential
impacts on fish and wildlife. Again, the DEIS/SE states that mitigation and monitoring                         7
plans would be developed and included in the FEIS.  It is the DFG's view that more
information regarding the potential adverse impacts on fish and wildlife in the area of
the blasting is necessary to ensure that adequate measures are taken to protect
resources as much as possible, and that this information should have been presented
in the DEIS/SE. Additionally, this information will be necessary for the issuance of a
DFG blasting permit.

                                       Although
the DEIS/SE mentions the potential need for dredging a -12 foot

channel, no discussion regarding the impacts to intertidal habitat as a result of this
activity are discussed.  It is DFG's contention that any dredging in intertidal habitat to                         8
allow barges to be used during construction will have to be fully mitigated. More
information needs to be provided describing potential impacts to intertidal habitat so
that adequate mitigation can be formulated.

Caltrans and FHWA state in the DEIS/SE that in-Bay or upland dredge material
disposal locations would be determined during the permitting stage after the FEIS.
This approach is unacceptable in our opinion.  A full discussion of beneficial reuse at                                   9
upland sites (e.g., Hamilton Air Force Base and Montezuma Wetlands) should have
been included in the DEIS/SE. Along with beneficial reuse sites, the use of the deep
ocean site (SF-ODS) for disposal of dredged materials should also have been
discussed in detail. Neither of these disposal alternatives were addressed in the DEIS.
In addition, the DEIS states that the Dredged Materials Management Office (DMMO)
has 'approved of the project volumes for in-Bay disposar.  As an active participant in 10the DMMO, we are cognizant of the fact that the DMMO has not granted approval for
in-Bay disposal at the Alcatraz Disposal Site.   We have received copies of the letters
sent to Caltrans and FHWA regarding this issue and we concur with comments from the
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and the DMMO on the suitability of project
materials for unconfined. open-water disposal in San Francisco Bay.
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Lastly, in our review of the DEIS/SE, we have noticed a substantial number of
statements regarding Pacific herring (Clupea pa#asiO and its fishery in San Francisco 11

Bay that are in error. Corrections should be made in the FEIS/SE.

As always, DFG personnel are available to discuss our concerns and comments
in greater detail. To arrange for discussion, please contact Ms. Becky Ota, Associate
Marine Biologist, California Department of Fish and Game, Marine Resources
Laboratory, 411 Burgess Drive, Menlo Park, California 94025, telephone (650) 688-
6361.

Sincerely,

9- ut--1/)

Donald L. Lollock, Chief
Scientific Division
Office of Spill Prevention

and Response

CC: see attached page
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CC: Ms. Nadell Gayou
Projects Coordinator
Resources Agency
Sacramento, California

Ms. Becky Ota
Department of Fish and Game
Menlo Park, California

Mr. John Webber
San Francisco Bay Conservation and
Development Commission
San Francisco, California

Mr. Jack Gregg
San Francisco Bay Regional Water
Quality Control Board
Oakland, California

Mr. Ed Ueber
Gulf of the Faralones National
Marine Sanctuary

                                 San Francisco, California
Mr. Steve Schoenberg
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Sacramento, California

Mr. Chris Mobely
National Marine Fisheries Service
Santa Rosa, California

Mr. Mark Bartholomew
U.S. Environmental Protecti6n Agency
San Francisco, California
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California Department  of  Fish  and Game Letter dated 12/8/1998

Comment 1
Information regarding dredging, the use of explosives, new Bay fill, and pile driving has
been refined since publication of the DEIS. The latest construction information can be
found in Section 2.6- Construction Activities of the FEIS. Dredging information has
been updated in Section 4.14.10 - Construction Excavation and Dredging.  A new
section (Section 3.12 - Disposal of Dredged Materials) has been added to discuss
regulatory context and sediment sampling and analysis results.  Also, a Dredged
Material Management Plan (DMMP) has been prepared and is included in the FEIS as
Appendix M.  New Bay fill discussions can be found in Sections 4.9.1 - Placement of
Fill in San Francisco Bay and 4.14.8 - Temporary Impacts, Natural Resources.  For the
East Span Project, the use of detonations has been withdrawn due to the potential for
adverse impacts to marine life.

Comment 2
Since publication of the DEIS, further coordination has occurred between Caltrans and
appropriate federal and state agencies in regard to impacts to and mitigation for
natural resources. Refined mitigation concepts have been developed for eelgrass,
sand flats, and aquatic species to address permanent and temporary impacts.  The
mitigation discussions in Sections 4.9.6 - Natural Resources Mitigation and Section
4.14.8 - Temporary Impacts, Natural Resources have been updated to include the
most recent information. Mitigation measures for special aquatic sites are discussed
further in the Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites in Appendix N.

Comment 3
Comment noted. The Oakland Middle Harbor Enhancement Area has been withdrawn
from consideration as a mitigation option, and reference to that site has been deleted.
Caltrans has refined conceptual plans for eelgrass and sand flat mitigation (see the
Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Specific Aquatic Sites in Appendix N). Off-site
mitigation for eelgrass beds and sand flats would occur at an appropriate site. The
EPA, ACOE, and USFWS have given preliminary agreement on the Conceptual
Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites. (See Appendix F - NEPA/404 Integration
Process for copies of their concurrence letters.) Creation of a tidal marsh ecosystem
from existing uplands would include new mudflats, tidal channels, tidal marsh, and
enhancement of existing jurisdictional wetlands and upland refugia. See Section 4.9.6
- Natural Resources, Mitigation for a summary of mitigation measures. Specific issues
of cost and design of mitigation will be addressed prior to final site selection and
mitigation implementation.

Comment 4
Preliminary mitigation concepts for impacts to natural resources were presented in the
DEIS. The conceptual mitigation measures were presented to resource agencies for
review before and after the draft was published. The mitigation measures have been
refined in consultation with state and federal resource agencies, including the CDFG.
The mitigation descriptions in Sections 4.9.6 and 4.14.8 of the FEIS have been updated
to include refined information based on this coordination. As noted in

response to                  
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                Comment 1 above, the use
of detonations has been eliminated as a method of

construction or dismantling.

Comment 5
As requested, copies of the 1998 Biological Assessment, Hazardous Waste
Assessment, and the Natural Environment Study were transmitted to CDFG on
December  17,  1998,  for its review. The Biological Assessment was revised  in  1999 and
resubmitted on July  15, 1999, January 27,  2000,  and June  12,  2000,  to CDFG for its
review, and CDFG provided a response on August 8,2000 (see Appendix G - Agency
Consultation Letters).

Comment 6
Please see response to Comment 1 above.

Comment 7
As mentioned in Comment 1, the East Span Project will not be using detonations;
therefore, information about blasting impacts has not been added to the FEIS.

Comment 8
Impacts to special aquatic sites from possible dredging are evaluated in Section
4.9.2 - Special Aquatic Sites and Section 4.14.8 - Temporary Impacts During
Construction Activities, Natural Resources of the FEIS. Please refer to Figures 4-21
through 4-24 in Appendix A for dredging-related impacts at the Oakland Touchdown

  sand flats. In addition to the off-site mitigation discussed in response to Comment 3,
and nearby YBI. Excavation of intertidal areas could result in removal of eelgrass and

there would be some on-site mitigation. On-site restoration of eelgrass and sand flats
would include harvesting eelgrass from a portion of the barge access channel prior to
dredging and replanting it in adjacent eelgrass beds; restoring a portion of the barge
access channel to its original bathymetry and replanting with eelgrass to facilitate
colonization; restoring portions of the sand flats to original grade; and constructing rock
slope protection to provide an upland transition zone that would be planted with native
plants.

Comment 9
A Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) has been prepared and is included as
Appendix M.  The DMMP was published in June 1999 and circulated for public review
and comment for 30 days to provide additional and updated information to the public.
The DMMP, among other things, evaluates reuse/disposal options. The reuse/disposal
options list was narrowed to a smaller set based on site availability. The alternatives
analyzed in detail in the DMMP include in-Bay (SF-11), ocean (SF-DODS), the Hamilton
Wetlands Restoration Project, Montezuma Wetlands restoration, sidecasting and
upland disposal at various landfills. Caltrans proposes to beneficially reuse a majority
of the material at upland wetland sites, provided such sites accept material when East
Span Project construction activities generate dredged material and that such sites are
cost-effective. If approved sites are not available or found to be not cost-effective,
Caltrans may beneficially reuse materials at landfill sites as daily cover or dispose of
materials at the Deep Ocean Disposal Site.
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Comment 10
The referenced statement in Section 2.6.1 - Construction Activities, Retrofit Existing
Structure Alternative has been deleted. The intent of the statement was to document
that the DMMO had previously concluded that most of the materials to be dredged for
the previously reviewed retrofit project were "suitable for aquatic disposal"  at SF-11.
The previously reviewed retrofit project has been included in the DEIS and FEIS as the
Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative and is subject to review by the DMMO (but has
not been identified as the Preferred Alternative).

A DMMP has been prepared to address the concerns of the DMMO participants.  This
document evaluates alternative reuse/disposal options for Bay sediments that would
need to be dredged for the project. For complete information on dredged material
management, please see the DMMP (Appendix M).

A Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) was prepared by Caltrans and approved by the
DMMO on May  14,  1999.   The SAP documented the methodology to be followed in
determining if dredged material would be suitable for reuse/disposal.  The SAP was
prepared in conformance with revised testing procedures and included sampling at
multiple locations along the Preferred Alternative and at potential representative
reuse/disposal locations. Caltrans understands that, for all replacement alternatives,
the sediments in the barge access channel for dismantling the existing bridge would
need to be characterized in the future.

A Sediment Sampling and Analysis Report was completed by Caltrans in June 2000
and is available for review at the Caltrans District 4 Public Information Office and at                  
selected libraries listed in the Preface of the FEIS. This report summarizes the results
of testing to determine the quality of materials. The sediments encountered during the
testing were primarily silt and clay. Chemical analyses indicated that although some
metals were detected in site sediments at levels exceeding San Francisco Estuary
ambient concentrations, the majority of organic and inorganic analyte concentrations in
site sediments were similar to concentrations detected in baseline sediments. Solid
phase bioassays to evaluate the effect of site sediments on benthic organisms
indicated that sediments from several locations near the Oakland Touchdown are not
suitable for aquatic disposal (in-Bay or deep ocean) or for beneficial reuse at upland
wetland sites.

In its letter of October 31,  2000 (see Appendix G for a copy of the letter),  the  DMMO
made the following conclusions regarding the disposal of dredged materials:

•   Up to 248,219 cubic meters (324,681 cubic yards) of site sediments are suitable for
unconfined aquatic disposal; and

•    Up to 319,181 cubic meters (417,503 cubic yards) of site sediments are suitable for
beneficial reuse at upland wetland sites.

Any sediment not suitable for the above sites would be properly disposed of at a
landfill. See Section 4.14.10 - Construction Excavation and Dredging for a discussion
of project dredging quantities.
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Comment 11
Discussions of Pacific herring and its fishery in San Francisco have been corrected.
Please refer to Sections 3.9.3 - Estuarine Environment and Associated Species and
3.9.6 - Special Status Species.
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California Regional Water Quality Control Board       -

Peter M. Rooney internet Addreis: http:/Av...s.ictica.gov Pete Wilson
Secretaryfor 1515 Clay S#ect, Suite  1400, O:kland, Catifmnin 94612 Go,e,Bar

EM,im„nt„/6 Phone (510) 622-2300 • FAX (510) 622-2460
Prole/non

October 23, 1998
File No.1123.90(FH)

Mr. Harry Yahata
California Department ofTransportation. District 4
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Alin:  Mara Mel=nriry

Subject: San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project-Draft
Environmental Impact Statement/Statutory Exemption

Dear Mr. Yahata,

The San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (SFB-RWQCB) appreciates the

opportunity to comment on the D,aft Environmental Impact St.trment/Statutory Exemption

(EIS) for the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seimlic Safety Project.

                                               In the
EIS, Caltrans proposes the use ofBcst Management Practices (BMPs) during construction

activities and Permanent Control Measures (PCMs) after completion ofconstruction projects in                              1
order to protect water quality. In principle, the SFB-RWQCB is supportive ofthis approach.
However, we would like the opportunity to comment on the specific measures proposed to

protect water quality.  Both the selected control measures and the selection process are not

clearly presented.   It is especially troublesome that the list of technical studies (page P-2) does
not refer to a water quality protection report The SFB-RWQCB therefore defers its comments                              2
on the specific control measures selected until a thorough technical repOIt iS mibmitted.   This

report should at a   describe all PCMs available, the selection process for the PCMs, and
the planned implementation ofthe PCMs. Exact project area limits for which these PCMs apply
should be clearly presented in this report, as well as the cumulative impacts ofneighboring
activities, projects and PCMs. The SFB-RWQCB anticipates that Caltrans will implement state                           3
of the art control measures for a project ofthis magnitude.

The SFB-RWQCB also defers its comments on the BMPs to be used during construction

activities. These will be reviewed when the Storm Water Pollution Prcvontion Plan is formally
submitted to the SFB-RWQCB.  This is the current practice under the Caltrans NPDES permit

California Environmental Protection Agency

0*1Pops,
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Mr. Yahata -2- October 23, 1998

If you have any question regarding these comments please contact Fred Hetzel at 510-622-2357.

Sincerely,

2-<
Thomas Mumley,   hI)
Senior Water Resource Conservation Engineer
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board

CC: H. Kazemi, F. Hetzel, File, SFB-RWQCB
M. Flake, B. Maroney, Caltrans District 4
J. R_ Schultz Federal Highway Administration

California Environmental Protection Agency

0 Rgo./.d Psper
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  California Regional Water Quality Control Board Letter dated
10/23/1998

Comment 1
Support of Best Management Practices (BMPs) and Permanent Control Measures
(PCMs) during and following construction is noted.

Comment 2
In December 2000, Caltrans completed a Treatment BMP Feasibility Study for the East
Span Project. The report, which was submitted to the RWQCB, evaluated several
BMPs for addressing potential pollutants generated by storm water runoff within the
project limits. The report is available for review at the Caltrans District 4 Public
Information Office and selected libraries listed in the Preface of the FEIS.

Comment 3
The project limits in regard to water quality BMPs are basically the surface area of the
bridge. There are inherent water quality benefits in the design of the replacement
bridge that should improve the runoff quality. Please see Water Quality Benefits in
Section 4.8 of the FEIS. In addition, Caltrans is continuing to investigate BMPs in
coordination with the Regional Water Quality Control Board.
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.STATE OF
CALIFORNIA PETE WILSON, Governor

SAN FRANCISCO BAY CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION
THIRTY VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 2011
SAN FAANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102.8080
PHONE: (415) 557·3686

December 17, 1998

Ms. Mara Melandry
California Department of Transportation
District 4
111 Grand Avenue
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, California 94623-0660

SUBJECT: BCDC Pre-Application File: SFOBB East Span Seismic Retrofit - Replacement Project

Dear Ms. Melandry:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the September 24. 1998 Draft Environmental Impact
Statement/Statutory Exemption which was received in our office on September 25,  1998. We
appreciate your consideration of these comments submitted after the published deadline. We
have been somewhat short of experienced staff and as you know many of the toll bridges arc
going through our review process at the same time. Be that as it may, the following staff
comments/questions are based on the consistency of the project with BCDC's law , the McAker-
Petris Act and San Francisco Bay Plan (Bay Plan). Our comments focus primarily on Bay fill
issues, however, they also address alternative modes of transportation and priority land use issues
that arise from the proposed project. However, our comments are based solely on the alternatives
which are discussed in the DEIS/SE. Should there be additions to the list of proposed alternatives
or if previous alternatives are reconsidered, the DEIS/SE will have to be revised accordingly. In

                             that event,

we would like the opportunity to make further comments as necessary.

Jurisdiction. The Commission's Bay jurisdiction covers the Bay waters up to the shoreline at                                        1
mean high tide, and in marsh areas to five feet above mean sea level. The Commission's shore-
line band jurisdiction extends 100 feet inland and parallel to the shoreline 100 feet.

Bay Fill. The McAteer-Petris Act provides that the Commission may only approve fill in the
Bay if the fill is for a water oriented use, minor fill to improve shoreline appearance or public
access to the Bay, is consistent with the provisions of the Bay Plan, or is necessary to the health.

safety and welfare of the entire Bay Area. In addition, there must be no alternative upland
location for the fill and it must be the minimum fill necessary. Mitigation may be required for fill
in the Bay in order for a project to be found consistent with the McAteer-Petris Act and the Bay
Plan.

BCDC Involvement in the Bridge Design Process. Section 66604 of the McAteer-Petris Act
provides that the "Legislature further finds and declares that in order to protect the present

shoreline and body of the San Francisco Bay to the maximum extent possible, it is essential that

the Comrnission be empowered to issue or deny permits, after public hearings, for any proposed

project that involves placing fill, extracting materials or making any substantial change in use of
any water. land or structure within the area of the Commission's jurisdiction."

Dedicated to making San Francisco Bay better.

..
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1.   The DEIS/SE states, in part, that the "project does not preclude the implementation of an
HOV Lane or a light rail system on the East span in the future"; no HOV lane or LRT
system is proposed, and the bridge is not designed to accommodate a heavier Bart-type                                   2
system in the future. The DEIS/SE should be revised to include an analysis of the addi-
tional COSts to design and construct the bridge so that there is the ability to retrofit for a
Bart-type rail system in the future.

2.   Although most bicycle groups are pleased with the inclusion of a 15.5-foot-wide
bike/pedestrian path, there is still some controversy over whether to place it one foot
above or somewhat below the traveled way. The DEIS/SE should be revised to

include an                              3explanation of the reasoning behind the proposed placement of the_bike/pedestrian path
one foot above the traveled way.

3.   The three bridge alternatives, cited by the DEIS/SE, each include thc
removal and                                           4replacement of six oak trees. The DEIS/SE should be revised to include an explanation of

where these replacement, oak trees are likely to placed and whether this replacement will
be  at a ratio of  1: 1.

4.    The DEIS/SE states, in part, that there will be temporary view blockage for residents,
users of YBI, and west-bound drivers on the existing bridge span. The DEIS/SE should                                       5
be revised to include potential mitigation for the temporary visual impacts (including
potential glare) during construction.

5.   The DEIS/SE should be revised to explain whether a Storm Water Pollution
Prevention                                     6Plan (SWPPP) would be included in the PS&E or prepared by the contractor, and whether

a conceptual SWPPP would be included in the plans. The DEIS/SE should also
explain                                                                               whether a continuation of the existing drainage system (runoff into the Bay)

would be                                         7utilized in the proposed alternatives for the new span.

6.   The DEIS/SE should be revised to include proposed mitigation measures to offset the
potential harassment of harbor seals from the blasting/pile driving during

construction.                                             8

7.   The DEIS/SE states:  "It is anticipated by CalTrans that a portion of the dredged material
will be approved for disposal at an in-Bay location, since the Dredged Material
Management Office (DMMO) had granted conceptual approval for disposal of the dredge
volumes associated  with the retrofit existing structure alternative." 9
It is BCDC's understanding that USEPA is not satisfied with the conceptual dredge
disposal plan for various reasons and is rating this DEIS/SE a "Category 3", for addi-
tional information needed. The DEIS/SE should be revised to discuss this subject and
potential alternative disposal sites.

8. BCDC Permit 11-93 (Cypress Replacement ProjecO, issued June 8. 1994, requires
CalTrans, as mitigation,"to create a public access pedestrian/bicycle pathway connecting
the cities of Emeryville and Oakland to the touchdown area...conditioned on the feasi- 10
bility of construction...should construction prove infeasible...financial compensation
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would be accepted in lieu...." The DEIS/SE should be revised to more adequately
differentiate the public access for the proposed project versus the required, but not yet                          1 0
provided, public access for the Cypress Replacement project. Cont.

9.   The DEIS/SE should be revised to adequately address potential impacts (i.e., impacts to
the existing wildlife and proposed public access) which the various alternatives would
have at the proposed park or the Port of Oakland. The DEIS/SE appears to disregard the

on-going planning, by several agencies working together, to create a park. "...the envi-                                   11
sioned gateway park is not a section 4(f) resource and is not protected by the provisions
of  section 4(f)." Regardless, the different alternatives would have varied impacts on park

proposals.

10. The DEIS/SE should be revised to discuss the impacts that the various alternatives would
have on the Yerba Buena Island priority use areas, as defined by Map 4 of the Bay Plan.
The Bay Plan, Recreation, Policy #7 states, in part. that "...public access should be 12
included wherever feasible in any shoreline development...." Specifically, if there is to be

development within the shoreline band on YBI , the DEIS/SE needs to address possible
alternatives to increase public access.

11. The DEIS/SE should be revised to discuss the likely impacts and proposed mitigation
measurus related to the pile-supported, low-level, suspended, and solid fills. Table 4.9-1 113
is not an adequate summary of the new fill inherent in the proposed east span, Bay Bridge
proposals. Further, the DEIS/SE should be revised to describe the proposed touchdown
area fills associated with the various alternatives and whether they would be consistent  14
with the Commission's law and policies regarding Bay fill.

12. BCDC staff concurs with the California Dept. of Fish & Game's comments of December

8, 1998 in response to the September 24.1998 DEIS/SE. and believes that the DEIS/SE
should be revised to address these comments, including:

a. CEQA procedures do not exempt the project sponsors from replacing project-caused  15
losses to the State's natural resources;

b.   The DEIS/SE lacks adequate information regarding the conceptual mitigation and 116
monitoring plans for all of the habits impacted,

c.   The mitigation site proposed in the DEIS/SE, the Oakland Middle Harbor
Enhancement Area,is not an appropriate option, as it is already proposed by the Port                   1 7
of Oakland and the Army Corps of Engineers as mitigation for one of their dredging

projects;

d. The DEIS/SE should be revised to include more inf6rmation on the potential impacts  18which the deployment of 70,000 (+) lbs. of explosive could have on fish and wildlife;

e.     The DEIS/SE should be revised to include a discussion of the potential impacts to
 19intcrtidal areas that could result from the proposed "-12 foot channel" needed to

accommodate the deep-draft, construction barges;
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f.    The DEIS/SE statement that the dredged material disposal site "will not be deter-
mined until after the FEIS" is unacceptable.  I'he DEIS/SE should be revised to 20
include a full discussion of the possible upland disposal sites, as well as the deep-
ocean disposal site, for disposition of dredged materials; and

g.   The DEIS/SE should be revised to correct mistakes with regard to
statements made                               21about Pacific herring and the Pacific herring fishery in San Francisco Bay.

These are our initial comments/questions regarding this Draft Environmental Impact
Statement/ Statutory Exemption. Please keep us informed of any proposed changes or decisions
which are made regarding alternative selection.

Please feel free to phone me at (415) 557-8766 or e-mail me at "arthurd@bcdc.ca.gov."

Sincerely,

al.    .p
ARTHUR P. D
Staff Engineer

APDka
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San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission Letter
dated 12/17/1998

Comment 1
The legislative framework for BCDC comments is noted. The consideration of
additional alternatives to those analyzed in the DEIS has led to expanded
documentation of the withdrawal of Replacement Alternative S-1 and consideration of a
similar alternative proposed by CCSF after circulation of the DEIS (referred to in this
FEIS as the CCSF Modified S-1 Alternative). Expanded discussion of Replacement
Alternative S-1 and the CCSF Modified S-1 Alternative is provided in Section 2.7.5 -
Alternatives Considered and Withdrawn, Alternative S-1.

Comment 2
The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) is currently studying transit service
options in the Transbay Corridor, especially the possibility of rail. Studies already

completed by MTC include a long-term capital and operating cost analysis for various
transit options for the Transbay Transit Terminal and a feasibility analysis of rail on the
SFOBB. A study examining the possibility of non-SFOBB transbay rail crossings will be
completed  by fall 2002.   As part of the feasibility study, a working paper on structural
issues of placing  rail on the SFOBB was prepared in October  1999.   The four rail
vehicle types analyzed in the working paper were BART, LRT, commuter rail, and high-
speed rail. The working paper found that, in structural terms only, rail could be
implemented on the SFOBB with modifications particularly to the West Span and YBI

  tunnel. However, given the high cost of making these necessary modifications to the
SFOBB (approximately three billion dollars) and the age of the existing West Span, it
was decided that other options for a high-capacity transbay crossing should be
evaluated and compared to implementing rail on the SFOBB. Please see Section
2.5 - Accommodation of Multi-Modal Strategies for additional details of the studies
completed or currently being conducted by MTC. MTC's Regional Transportation Plan
does not include rail on the Bay Bridge; BART is envisioned as the only transbay rail
facility.

In the Bridge Rail Feasibility Study, MTC estimates the total cost of implementation of
rail to be $4 to $9 billion, depending on the type of passenger service. Potential factors
contributing to the high cost include the redesign of the West Span, probable
demolition and replacement of several highway structures in San Francisco, and
substantial modifications to the Transbay Transit Terminal.

The project's Purpose and Need is very specific: to provide a seismically safe
vehicular lifeline connection. Caltrans' focus on seismic safety to the exclusion of
congestion relief, such as rail, was intentional, because Caltrans considers the need for
improved seismic safety in this corridor to be paramount. Because of the project's
size, it has led some members of the regional community to advocate for multiple
purposes that address congestion relief in addition to safety. However, expanding the
scope of the project to include congestion relief would have resulted in lengthy public
and agency debate about how best to implement a congestion relief solution, with the

                   result that
the seismic safety component of the project would have been substantially
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delayed. Caltrans anticipates beginning construction of this critical safety
project in                 late 2001. This would  not have been possible if the scope of the project had included

congestion relief.

Comment 3
The Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC) identified several reasons for
making the East Span bicycle/pedestrian facility elevated approximately 0.3 meter (1
foot) above the roadway deck level. BPAC recommended the elevated path to
provide: greater visibility of path/users by motorists; greater visibility for bicyclists;
emphasis of path separation from the roadway; and avoidance of roadway litter.

Comment 4
The oak trees would be replaced at a ratio of 3:1 in the same area to create a visual
setting comparable to the existing pre-construction condition.  Due to the root structure
of mature oak trees, it is not certain that Caltrans would be able to successfully plant
replacement trees of the same size.  As a result, the replacement trees may be smaller
than those displaced. After replanting, monitoring and additional replanting, as
necessary, would be performed to ensure success of the new trees (see Section 4.9.6
- Natural Resources, Mitigation). Additional mitigation information in regard to the oak
trees can be found in Section 4.3.4 - Impacts Due to the Removal of Vegetation on
Yerba Buena Island and at the Oakland Touchdown area.

Comment 5
As discussed in Section 4.14.3 - Construction Visual Changes, measures would be
implemented to reduce the temporary impacts of construction on the visual landscape,            
including directing lighting away from residences and removal of temporary structures
as quickly as possible.

Comment 6
A SWPPP for the project to be utilized by the construction contractor would be
prepared by Caltrans. Section 4.14.7 - Water Resources and Water Quality of the EIS
describes the purpose of the SWPPP and how it will identify the controls and
procedures to be implemented by the contractor for minimizing impacts to storm water
and the Bay.

Comment 7
Caltrans is continuing to investigate water quality issues in coordination with the
Regional Water Quality Control Board. Runoff into the Bay would continue. Caltrans
evaluated the possibility of collecting storm water and piping it off the bridge. Results
indicated that implementing such a system would not be appropriate because placing
piping on the bridge would not be cost-effective considering the limited pollutant
removal benefit obtained. (See Section 4.8 - Water Quality for more information.)

Comment 8
Use of explosives is no longer being considered as a construction method for a
replacement bridge due to the potential adverse impacts to marine life.
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Adequate mitigation measures to prevent potential disturbances to harbors seal and
sea lions would be developed after fully evaluating the results of the Pile Installation
Demonstration Project (PIDP) for which Caltrans received an Incidental Harassment
Authorization from the National Marine Fisheries Service.  The PIDP, completed in
December 2000, provided Caltrans with an opportunity to measure sound pressure
levels resulting from pile driving activities both in air and under water and to specifically
monitor impacts to marine mammals. Initial results indicate no impacts to harbor seals
at the YBI haul-out site and minimal impacts to marine mammals at the PIDP site.  The
PIDP also tested the effectiveness of two sound attenuation systems (a bubble curtain
and a floating barrier with a contained aerating mechanism) to attenuate underwater
sound pressure levels generated by pile driving. Results of the PIDP suggest that the
sound attenuation devices tested are effective. Methods, such as a sound attenuation
system and/or monitoring, would be used to avoid impacts to marine mammals.  The
decision as to what measures to implement will be made in consultation with the NMFS.
Depending on the final results of these tests, appropriate mitigation measures would be
developed in consultation with NMFS.

Comment 9
In response to EPA's comments regarding the treatment of dredged material handling
in the DEIS, Caltrans has prepared a Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) (in
Appendix M) for the East Span Project.  The DMMP discusses impacts of dredging and
reuse/disposal of the sediments and provides a reuse/disposal options analysis based
on environmental concerns, logistics, and economics.  The DMMP was circulated to

  Comments received and responses can be found in Volume 11: Section 2 - DMMP
agencies, including EPA and BCDC, and the public for a 30-day comment period.

Comments and Responses. Information about dredging is also summarized in the
FEIS in Section 4.14.10 - Construction Excavation and Dredging.

Comment 10
Under BCDC Permit 11-93, Caltrans would construct a bicycle/pedestrian path that
connects the cities of Emeryville and Oakland with the Oakland Touchdown area,
create two overlook areas, and provide six parking spaces. These requirements are
discussed further in Section 3.1.2- Developable Land and Development Trends.  To
clarify the differences between requirements of BCDC Permit 11-93 and the East Span
Project, the discussion in Section  4.1.6- Adopted Goals and Policies under  San
Francisco Bay Plan has been amended to include a reference to the discussion in
Section 3.1.2.

The replacement alternatives would include improved visual and physical public
access to the Bay in the project area. This would be provided through the
bicycle/pedestrian path on the replacement span, several belvederes, and landings on
Yerba Buena Island (YBI) and the Oakland Touchdown. Caltrans would provide at
least six parking spaces at the Oakland Touchdown as required under BCDC Permit
11-93 and would coordinate the East Span Project with the public access
improvements required under BCDC Permit 11-93. However, special condition 11.C.5 of
the permit recognizes that Caltrans may not be able to provide all of the public access
improvements required under BCDC Permit 11-93 because of the East Span Project.

                 The
condition allows Caltrans to pay BCDC a sum equal to the costs of the required
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amenities should construction of the overlooks or other required public
access                        improvements prove infeasible. Payment of the in-lieu fee is subject to BCDC approval.

BCDC may disburse the funds to the EBRPD or another public entity to improve public
access where feasible.

Comment 11
The Department of Interior, in its comment letter on the DEIS, recommended that FHWA
and Caltrans consult with agencies that may be concerned about potential project
impacts to the planned park and recreation resources. A meeting was held on March
11, 1999, with staff from the East Bay Regional Park District, the Port of Oakland, the
City of Oakland, and the National Park Service.  As a result of the meeting, the
proposed Gateway Park has been determined to be a Section 4(f) resource.
Replacement Alternative S-4 would result in a Section 4(f) use of the proposed park.
This impact is addressed in a supplemental draft Section 4(f) evaluation that was
circulated for comment prior to release of this FEIS. Comments and responses on the
supplemental draft Section 4(f) evaluation are presented in Volume 11: Section 3 of this
FEIS. The final Section 4(f) evaluation, which includes consideration of the comments
received, is included in Chapter 6.

In January 2001, BCDC voted to amend the San Francisco Bay Plan and Seaport Plan
by deleting the "Port Priority Use' area designation from the Bay Bridge Site, Pier 7, and
the Bay Bridge Terminal. Deleting the "Port Priority Use" designation from these areas
will allow the City of Oakland to implement a development plan for the area to
accommodate non-maritime land uses. The build alternatives would, for the most part,
be consistent with the Seaport Plan and OBRA's redevelopment concepts.
Replacement Alternative S-4 would use a portion of the OARB property that is
designated for the proposed Gateway Park.

Comment 12
In reference to YBI, Plan Map 4 of the Bay Plan states that "If and when not needed  by
Navy or USCG, redevelop released areas for recreational use." Decisions concerning
redevelopment of YBI are being made through the redevelopment planning process
being conducted by the Navy and CCSF.  The East Span, regardless of the alternative
chosen, would remain part of the uses shown on Map 4 of the Bay Plan. The design of
the East Span Project replacement alternatives includes the construction of a
bicycle/pedestrian path along the entire East Span between the Oakland Touchdown
and YBI. Construction and operation of the build alternatives would not preclude future
public access to and along the shoreline or recreational uses at YBI. Specific shoreline
access and development on YBI are currently the responsibility of the Navy and USCG,
with the exception of land around the existing bridge on YBI held under an easement
by Caltrans and right-of-way acquired to accommodate any of the replacement
alternatives. Right-of-way not needed to construct or maintain a replacement
alternative would revert to the Navy. Any changes in public access would need to be
addressed in environmental documentation for Navy and USCG projects.

Comment 13
Chapter 4 (Section 4.9.1 - Bay Fill and Section 4.14.8 - Temporary Impacts, Natural
Resources) and Chapter 2 (Section 2.6.2 - Bridge Replacement) have been

revised to            
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include additional information about the options that may be used in construction of the
replacement alternatives. Fill discussions have also been updated to describe and
quantify changes to both Bay volume and surface area. Tables 4.9-1 and 4.14-1 have
been revised to reflect this updated information. Tables 4.9-2 through 4.9-4 and Table
4.14-2 have been added to show impacts to Bay surface area. As discussed in
Section 4.1.6- Adopted Goals and Policies, the East Span Project is consistent with
the laws and policies regarding fill. Caltrans has consulted with BCDC concerning the
seismic safety attributes of low-level structure versus earthen fill solutions at the
Oakland Touchdown area. On November 4, 1999, Caltrans obtained BCDC
commission guidance that an earthen fill solution at the Oakland Touchdown would be
considered by BCDC if technical analysis justifies that the fill solution is required.  An
engineering analysis was conducted comparing the construction methods for slab-on-
pile and solid-fill roadways.  It was concluded that the solid-fill approach is preferable
because the roadway could more easily be repaired following a seismic event, would
require the least amount of future maintenance, and would be the most cost-effective
solution. However, the solid-fill option as compared to the slab-on-pile option would
result in more fill in the Bay and would have greater impacts to sand flats.
Nevertheless, the Commission stated that it would be willing to consider solid fill,
thereby allowing Caltrans to further examine solid fill as an option.

During a meeting with BCDC in August 2000, Caltrans was asked to investigate the
possibility of realigning the westbound roadway to further minimize impacts to the Bay
from using solid fill. Caltrans determined that realigning the roadway was not feasible
because it would create significant design issues for the new Caltrans maintenance

                  road.  This road would serve as the primary access route for emergency vehicles
responding to accidents and emergencies on the bridge and for maintenance vehicles
accessing the median toll plaza and maintenance facility. Realigning the westbound
roadway would require reducing the width of the maintenance road and its medians
and shoulders, which would not meet current design standards. The separation
between the maintenance road and the westbound and eastbound roadways would
also not meet current design standards. In addition to these issues, any change in
roadway alignments would require reevaluation of current designs, causing increased
costs and project delay.

Impacts from fill on special aquatic sites resulting from the build alternatives are
discussed in Section 4.9.2 and 4.14.8. Conceptual mitigation for impacts to special
aquatic sites is discussed in Section 4.9.6 - Natural Resources Mitigation and in
Section 4.14.8. The Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites is presented
in Appendix N. Final mitigation for these impacts would be developed in consultation
with BCDC during the federal consistency and permitting process, which would be
conducted following the publication of the FEIS and the Record of Decision.

Comment 14
Please see response to Comment 13 above.

Comment 15
Since publication of the DEIS, further coordination has occurred between Caltrans and

 
appropriate federal and state agencies in regard to impacts to and mitigation for

San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project FEIS Page 1-129



Volume 11: Section 1 - DEIS Comments and Responses
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 12/17/1998

natural resources. Refined mitigation concepts have been developed for
special                    aquatic sites and aquatic species to address permanent and temporary impacts.  The

mitigation discussions in Section 4.9.6 - Natural Resources Mitigation and Section
4.14.8 - Temporary Impacts, Natural Resources have been updated to include the
most recent information. Mitigation measures for special aquatic sites are discussed
further in the Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites in Appendix N.  A
more detailed mitigation program, including monitoring plans, will be provided at the
time of project review and permitting by the appropriate federal and state agencies.

Comment 16
Please see response to Comment 15 above.

Comment 17
Comment noted. Reference to the Oakland Middle Harbor Enhancement Area has
been withdrawn from consideration as a mitigation option.

Comment  18
The use of detonations has been withdrawn due to the potential adverse impacts to
marine life.

Comment  19
Impacts to intertidal areas from possible dredging are evaluated in Sections 4.9 and
4.14.8 of the FEIS. Please refer to Figures 4-21 and 4-22 in Appendix A for dredging-
related impacts at the Oakland Touchdown. Excavation of intertidal areas for the
northern replacement alternatives could result in the permanent removal of eelgrass,
approximately 0.21 hectare (0.52 acre) and sand flats, approximately 1.36 hectares
(3.36 acres) at the Oakland Touchdown. In addition, 0.01 hectare (0.03 acre) of
eelgrass would be permanently displaced at YBI due to barge dock construction.
Replacement Alternative S-4 would cause the loss of 0.01 hectare (0.03 acre) of sand
flats and 0.16 hectare (0.40 acre) of eelgrass at YBI. A portion of the barge access
channel would be restored to its original bathymetry and planted with eelgrass to
encourage eelgrass colonization. Eelgrass and sand flat losses would be mitigated
according to the Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites in Appendix N

Comment 20
A DMMP has been prepared to address concerns about dredged material disposal.
This report evaluates alternative reuse/disposal options in detail. Please see the DMMP
in Appendix M and updated Section 4.14.10 - Construction Excavation and Dredging
of the FEIS.

Comment 21
Discussions of Pacific herring and its fishery in San Francisco have been corrected.
Please refer to Section 3.9.3 - Estuarine Environment and Associated Species and
Section 3.9.6 - Special Status Species.
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AC Transit
Service Development

Memorandum
Date: October 1,1998

TO: Steve Parry

From: Ron Downing R&-

Subject San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Project DEIS

I have reviewed the DEIS document for the East Span project and have identified the
following concerns with the information contained in that document. However, there is a
supplementary report that we have not received that could provide some clarification on                    1
some of these issues. The 'Traffic Circulation Access and Parking Assessment" report
should provide further documentation on the conclusions reached in the DEIS.

Nonetheless, there are some issues that either need  Irther clarification or are not correct
in the DEIS document. These are:

On page  S-5 of the DEIS Summary,· the text indicates that although HOV lanes or light rail

to the need to reduce the number of mixed flow traffic lanes.  As a result, none of the             2
transit could increase mobility within the Transbay corridor, they are not being pursued due

project alternatives include dedicated HOV lanes or LRT. However, the report does  note
that the design of the proposed facility does not preclude future consideration of these
options.

•   In Chapter 3 (·Affected Environmentj there are several statements pertaining to AC
Transit on Page 3-19 which are not correct. In Section 3.2.2 (-Transit") it is stated that
In  1998, AC Transit carried about 13,000 passengers across the bridge per day and                     3

between 2,100 and 3,200 in tile peak hour.' This statement presumably refers to the
PM peak hour only.

• Under Section 3.2.3 CNon-Motorized Traffic: Pedestrians and Bicyclesl it is stated that
'AC Transit operates 37 transbay bus routes that provide 654 daily buses between the
East Bay and the Transbay Transit Termin  via the SFOBB. AC Transit intends to
outfit all 700 buses serving transbay routes with bicycle racks:  In actuality, AC Transit                  4
operates 654 daily bus trips across the bridge not 654 buses. In addition, the District
Intends to equip a11700 buses in its fleet with bicycle racks: there gre not 700 buses
serving transbay routes.
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Steve Parry
San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Project DEIS Review
October 1, 1998
Page 2

• Under Section 4.2 (FransportationD, it is stated that Fhe proposed alternatives would
affect transportation, including local traffic, transit, and matitime traffic.' However. there           5
appears to be no discussion of the impacts on transit within that section.

• Under Section 4.14 (.Temporary Effects During Construction Activities") there is no
mention of the potential role of transit as a means of mitigating those

effects.  This         6issue should have been discussed in greater detail.

lt Is possible that some darification may be obtained from the Traffic Circulation Access
and Parking Assessment report. However. it is surprising that there is so little mention of          7transit in the DEIS document. That minimal amount of information would suggest that the
supparting documents also do not contain much information on transit.
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AC Transit Letter dated 10/1/1998

Comment 1
Since its letter, AC Transit has been provided a copy of the Traffic Circulation Access
and Parking Assessment. Further comments on the DEIS and the technical report are
presented in the AC Transit letter dated  11/23/1998.

Comment 2
The purpose of high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes or LRT should be to increase
mobility within the corridor. The multi-modal analysis, presented in Section 2.5.3 -
Operational Issues, finds that dedicated HOV lanes on the East Span would adversely
impact mobility in the corridor.  LRT on the East Span was also determined to have an
adverse impact on mobility in the corridor because it would require removal of two
travel lanes in the YBI tunnel and on the SFOBB West Span and would be unlikely to
capture the number of vehicle trips needed to offset loss of vehicular capacity on the
SFOBB required for LRT.

The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) is currently studying transit service
options in the Transbay Corridor, especially the possibility of rail. Studies already
completed by MTC include a long-term capital and operating cost analysis for various
transit options for the Transbay Transit Terminal and a feasibility analysis of rail on the
SFOBB. A study examining the possibility of non-SFOBB transbay rail crossings will be

                 in the FEIS for a summary of available information about the studies completed or
completed  by fall 2002. See Section 2.5- Accommodation of Multi-modal Strategies

currently being conducted by MTC.

Comment 3
As requested, statements in Section 3.2.2- Transit have been corrected.

Comment 4
As requested, statements in Section 3.2.3 - Non-Motorized Traffic have been
corrected.

Comment 5
The paragraph, including the referenced statement, has been revised because it was
misleading.  The East Span Project would not significantly affect AC Transit operations.

AC Transit routes on a replacement East Span would be impacted in the same manner
as mixed-flow traffic. The replacement alternatives are likely to improve traffic
operations on the SFOBB. The addition of shoulders on both the eastbound and
westbound decks would provide refuge for disabled vehicles, which would reduce the
disruption of traffic flow compared to existing conditions. Westbound traffic operations
would also improve, particularly for trucks and buses, because the replacement
alternatives would have a more gradual ascent compared to the existing East Span.
The Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative would experience the same traffic operations
as existing conditions.
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Caltrans is continuing to investigate lane and bridge closures to transition
traffic from                the existing bridge to temporary detours and to a replacement bridge. Caltrans would

plan closures in an effort to simultaneously minimize public inconvenience, facilitate
construction, and maximize public safety. The closures would be scheduled to occur
during off-peak hours to the maximum extent feasible. Caltrans would implement a
Traffic Management Plan (TMP) to manage impacts to traffic. This document would
address in detail construction-related traffic issues, such as roadway closures, lane
closures, access impacts of rubbernecking, and provisions for minimizing traffic
disruption.  The TMP would include a public awareness campaign involving measures
that allow communication of project information to residents, employers, commuters,
the media, and public officials. Impacts to AC Transit service resulting from
construction activity should be minimal (the same as for mixed-flow traffic) as AC
Transit does not serve Yerba Buena Island and Treasure Island and only operates one
24-hour transbay line during the hours when lane closures would be mostly likely to
occur.

Impacts to AC Transit service in the Oakland Touchdown area would be due to
construction truck traffic. Construction impacts for the retrofit alternative and
replacement alternatives would be similar. Burma Road and Maritime Street would be
impacted by construction activity. This activity could potentially impact AC Transit
Route A and local Route 13, which operates on Maritime Street. However, the
incremental delay due to construction traffic would be smaller than the normal daily
variations in peak traffic delays.  As a result, it is expected that construction-related
traffic delays would not seriously impede transit service.

The potential impacts to transit summarized in the EIS are addressed in greater detail
in the Traffic Circulation, Access and Parking Assessment technical study.

Comment 6
A TMP would be prepared as part of the East Span Project to further analyze
construction-related traffic impacts and provide measures to minimize impacts.
Encouraging use of transit during the construction period would be evaluated as part of
the TMP.  It is expected that extensive measures would not be required, given the
anticipated limited construction impacts of a build alternative on traffic operations.
Short-term closures would be scheduled to occur during off-peak hours to the extent
feasible. Increased transit availability would not be required, but Caltrans would
coordinate with AC Transit to maximize the effectiveness of existing transit service.

Comment 7
Please see response to Comment 5 above.
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Office of the General Counsel AC Transit Officeo (510) 891
Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District FAXo (510) 891-

November 23, 1998

Ms. Mara Melandry
Environmental Manager
San Francisco Oakland Bay Bridge VIA FACSIMILE
State of California
Department of Transportation, District 4
Toll Bridge Program
Mail Station: 12-C
111 Grand Avenue
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Re: Comments on DraftEnvironmental lmpact Statement/StatutoryExemption San
Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project

Dear Ms. Melandry:

The Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District has the following comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact StatemenUStatutory Exemption forthe San Francisco-Oakland Bay
Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project.

AC Transit - Backaround

AC Transit has been operating bus service across the SFOBB since its inception in 1960.

                                                  Prior to
the opening of BART transbay service, AC Transit carried approximately 45,000

to 54,000 passengers per weekday to and from the Transbay Transit Terminal. Although
the amount of service significantly declined when BART began its service. AC Transit's
transbay service has continued to be a viable alternative for individuals who do not wish
to use BART or are not served by BART. Furthermore, during times when BART is
incapable of operating-due tomechanical/powerproblemsorworkstoppages-ACTransit
has been an alternative mode of travel for BARTs passengers. For example, during the
1997 BART strike, AC Transit carried approximately 42,000 passengers per day to the
Transbay Transit Terminal - virtually matching its pre-BART capacity.  As a result of the
BART strike the use of AC Transit has increased from 9000 passengers to 14,000
passengers per week day.

AC Transit's Board of Directors recently adopted a Comprehensive Service Plan (CSP) for
the transbay service.  The CSP will revamp the transbay service to focus more on areas
that are not served by BART. AC Transit anticipates an increase in ridership to
approximately 17,000 by the end of this century. Ridership should increase to
approximately 25,000 within the next five years.

As the Bay Area increases in population by over one million residents within the first two
decades of the twenty-first century, the economic and social future of the Bay Area will be
affected by the ability of citizens to have a variety of modes of transportation. The ability
of AC Transit to be a significant contributor to meet the mass transit needs of the region
will be affected by the decisions made regarding the SFOBB.

1600 Franklin Street, Oakland, CA 94612
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Unfortunately, the DEIS - as well as the manner in which the entire retrofit of the SFOBB
is occurring -tends to minimize ordismiss any impacts upon AC Transit orthe contribution
which AC Transit can make to meeting the region's transit needs in the next century.                    1

General Comments

1.    The DEIS is not a complete document because it does not include a Traffic
Management Plan. Although this plan is described as "[al detailed quantitative
analysis of the traffic impacts of bridge closures' it is a document which has yet to
be prepared. In order for the DEIS to evaluate the 'economic, social, or health"               2
effects of a project, as required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
all of the documents which identify the impact of the proposed project must be
available to for review and comment.

2.      The DEIS is inadequate because the project boundaries have been drawn in a
manner to dismiss the impacts of the project in the 1-80/1-580/1-880

transportation                3corridor.

3.     The DEIS does not adequately address the impacts associated with all of the         4
simultaneous projects that are occurring to the SFOBB. The SFOBB has been
improperly segmented into a variety of projects.

4.           The DEIS does not adequately address the impacts of the proposed project on AC                  5
Transit's transbay bus service.

5.           The DEIS contains inaccurate information regarding AC Transit's Transbay
service.               1   6

6.      The DEIS does not adequately address how the ten foot wide shoulder and the
fifteen and one-half foot pedestrian/bicycle path will be

accommodated once the             7project reaches the eastern side of the Yerba Buena Island Tunnel.

7.         In addition to the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement under NEPA,              8
an EIR should have been prepared under the California Environmental Quality Act.

The Adeauacv of the DEIS

1.        The DEIS Does Not Adeauatelv Consider The Economic. Social or Health Effects
of Transbav Bus Service

An EIS is required to consider the effects of a project, as those terms are defined in  40 9
C.F.R. sec. 1508.8. The effects include the "economic, social, or health" effects of the
project.
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The purpose of the project 'is to provide a seismically upgraded vehicular crossing for
current and future users between YBI and Oakland= because of concern whether the
existing span could withstand a maximum credible earthquake on the San Andreas or          9
Hayward faults.  (DEIS, page S-1) However, in considering a project which will is expect
to last for 70 to 100 years, or more, there is minimal consideration of the economic, social, Cont.
or health" effects of the project specifically as they relate to transit and to AC Transit in
particular.

For example, in Chapter 4, the DEIS recognizes a need to consider how the project willl)
induce substantial growth in a community; 2) place demands on community facilities; 3)
disrupt existing patterns of interaction in a neighborhood; and 4) affect a low-income or         •
minority community. However, the discussion that follows on these points focuses upon I 10
the impacts on YBI/TI and the area near the Oakland Army base. No consideration is
given to the impacts resulting beyond the limited boundaries of the project - the existing toll
plaza to the western portal of the YBI tunnel. There is no consideration of the impacts           •
associated with the 1-80/1-580/1-880 corridors which will result from this project, including /11
the potential impacts on the service AC Transit provides in its transbay bus service in these
corridors.

The DEIS and the Traffic Circulation, Access and Parking Assessment supplement (the
supplement) take the position thatthe project will have virtually no impacts on AC Transit's
service.

 
While theAC Transit disagrees thatthe construction of the project will not affect its service,
the DEIS is deficient in its documentation of potential impacts.  At page 5 of the
supplement, section  1.2 the following statement appears:

Night-time and off-peak closures of the SFOBB would be required during
construction. Aqualitative evaluation ofthe effects of construction on SFOBB traffic
operations is included in this technical report. A detailed, quantitative analysis of 12
the traffic impacts of bridge closures will be prepared as part of the Tramc
Management P/an (TMP).  The TMP will document construction-related traffic
delays and develop strategies to reduce traffic congestion associated with
construction activity including lane and bridge closures.

The ™P analysis should be presented with the DEIS and the supplement to provide a
complete picture of the impacts associated with the proposed project, as defined in the
DEIS.  To put this document off to another, undetermined date, means there is no true
manner of judging what the impacts of the projectwill be on traffic.

Furthermore, in the DEIS and the supplement, reference is made to peak and non-peak          I
periods, but there is no definition of the hours included within these terms. I 13
The DEIS makes it clear that it will not consider the potential for an HOV lane on the new l 14
span.   (See page S-5.) The justification for this action is the potential reduction in mixed-
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flow lanes.1 However, there is no consideration, whatsoever, in the DEIS or the
supplement, regarding the advantages of a bus only lane during the peak morning (A.M.)
and afternoon (P.M.) peak travel hours. The region has spent millions of dollars to develop 14HOV lanes which enable AC Transit's buses to reach the base of the incline to the existing
eastern span in substantially shorter time periods (up to one-half hour, thus making transit Cont.
more attractive) and then provides no benefit once the buses are on the bridge.  The DEIS
and the supplement do  not take into consideration the December  17, 1997, Feasibility
Studv of Bus/HOV Lane on the New East SDan of the  Bav Bridge prepared for AC Transit
by DKS Associates. This study concluded, at page 5, that:

In the westbound direction, some travel time reduction can be gained with a bus-
only lane. Using the 2.3 minutes travel time reduction per bus per trip in the
westbound direction, a total of 289.8 minutes (4.8 hours) of bus operating time can
be saved in two hours of a day's morning peak period [7 A.M. - 9 A.M.]. A total of
103.5 minutes (1.7 hours) of bus operating time can be saved in two hours of a

Transbay Transit Terminal. Projecting into the future, AC Transit contends that expanding               15

day's P.M. peak period 14 P.M. - 6 P.M.].2

This study considered only the service existing at that time and did not project service
under the AC Transit's Transbay CSP. However, the study indicates that a bus-only lane
during these periods would improve the District's ability to provide direct service to the

transbay bus service is perhaps the most effective and efficient solution in dealing with the
traffic congestion that will continue to increase over the years on the SFOBB, but

which                                                     has been ignored in the DEIS and the supplement.

i   - 22 #Cp 2.       The Proiect Boundaries Are Too Narrow

«U Page 6 of the supplement identifies the project study area.

The project study area fortraffic impacts includes Yerba Buena Island (YBI) and the
Oakland Touchdown area extending eastward to the 1-80/1-580/1-880 Interchange
(Distribution Structure).

IThe section on this Issue also dIsmisses the discussion on the Catch 22 basis that '[slince multi-
modal strategies would reduce the number of mixed-flow traffic lanes, any multi-modal strategy must capture
high ridership to match the loss in mixed-flow vehicular capacity on the SFOBB and Its approaches.'
However, to make mass transit attractive, for example the bus-only lane approach discussed below, potential
riders have to see that there is an advantage.  To be stuck in traffic with everyone else will never enable a
mass transit alternative to 'capture high ridership to match the loss in mixed.flow vehicular capacity.'

2Since the costs of service to AC Transit and the fare to the passenger are based on the efficiency of
the route structure, an improvement such as the bus-only lane during peak periods has economic and social
consequences. In addition, since alr quality is a major concern, especially as traffic backs-ups on the
approaches to the SFOBB and on it, the ability to provide a mass transit alternative that can operate at peak
efficiency also has health consequences which have not been considered
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The proposed study area is DQi shown in Figure 3. Also, there is no discussion of the 116
impacts in this area related to the project. Given the fact that 260,000 vehicles use the
SFOBB every day (presumably weekdays), the study should consider the potential traffic 117impacts associated with the construction of the new bridge and the demolition of the
existing structure on traffic beyond the toll plaza:

In addition, there is no consideration of the impact of the project on the Emeryville
Crescent, which is deemed to be outside of the study area, although this is inconsistent 18
with the definition of the study area identified at page 6 of the supplement. The second,
third and fourth sentences in paragraph two, on page 6, should be amended to read:

There are several AC Transit routes that operate within the study area on West
Grand Avenue and on Maritime Street. West Grand Avenue is a major access 19
route forAC Transit Transbay buses. Transbay routes A, B, C, CB, E, F, KH, N/NL,
and V use the West Grand extension to approach the SFFOB Toll Plaza.

The table should be redrawn to show the correct lines and the off-peak use of  West
Grand.

Bus Route Peak Hour VVeekday Off-Peak Weekday
(6-9 a.m. & 4-7 p.m.) (9 a.m. - 4 p.m. & 7 p.m.

                                                                                                                     Headway (mins.)
Headway (mins.) - 12 Midnight)

20
A                   30

B                                                     15-30

C 15-30

F                                      20                             45 (a.m. - 4 p.m.)

KH               20

3The DEIS and the supplement assume that the only trafflc Impacts will be those directly associated
with the construction, i.e., the closure of some or all of the bridge during off-peak hours and construction traffic.
However, the construction of a new bridge adjacent to the existing bridge will foreseeably create traffic
congestion associated with the 'rubber necking' that invariably occurs when anything (or nothing) of
significance occurs on or near the travel ways.   Note, for example, that when the Blue Angels are preparing for
and/or performing, traffic on the SFOBB SIOWS SO people can watch. Does anyone logically assume that
similar 'construction supervisor activities won't occur when a massive structure begins to loom adjacent to the
existing eastern span and when the eastern span is being dismantled?  However, there is essentially no
consideration given to these normal human tendendes In evaluating traffic Impacts. Furthermore. no
consideration appears to have been glvento the potential accidents that will occur as a result of this 'rubber
necking' and the impacts on traffic - both on the bridge and backing into the freeways and roadways feeding
into the toll plaza area.
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3.      The ImDacts Of The Proiect Cannot Be Considered On Other Asgects Of The           21
SFOBB Retrofit Proiects Due To Seamentation Of The Entire Proiect

The eastern span replacement/retrofit of the SFOBB is but one of four separate projects
that have been identified. The other projects include the retrofitting of the western span
of the SFOBB from YBI to the western anchorage and the retrofit of the western
anchorage, including the Transbay Transit Terminal and its ramps. Because there has
been a segmentation of theoverall project regarding the SFOBB retrofit/replacement, there 22
is no overall consideration of the effects of any impact and or mitigation measure on the
entire span.   See, for example, the discussion of the bus-only lane above and in footnote
2. Also, there is no consideration given to the impacts of the loss of the eastern loop to the
Transbay Transit Terminal, should this occur, on bridge traffic and AC Transit's ability to
provide a mass transit alternative to the single occupancy vehicle scenario played out on
the SFOBB, which makes it the most used and congested bridge in the United States.
Furthermore, since all of these projects are occurring simultaneously, it is illogical and
legally questionable whether the segmentation is appropriate.

4.       The DEIS Does Not Adeauatelv Address The Impacts Of The Progosed Proiect On
AC Transit's Transbav Bus Service.

The supplement states, at page 18, section 3.0, that the project would create 'temporary
construction impacts" and 'permanent impacts t o. . . transit services", including "alter bus
routes or locations of bus stops" and "create delays to bus service or affect schedules."
However, there is no clear indication from the following subsections of what those impacts
are.   There  is no mention of AC Transit under Yreeway operations", a claim of no impact
to transit is made under 'YBI", and a weak mention of effects to the A and 13 lines under
'Oakland Touchdown". There is no discussion of the effects on West Grand or the
distribution structure, although both areas are defined as being part of the study.

23
Also, no consideration is given to the impacts on AC Transit of ramp closures on YBI.  At
page 20 of the supplement the following paragraph appears:

The closure of the two east side ramps may increase the traffic volumes on the
rernaining ramps and on the approach roads on the west side of YBI.   For the worst
case weekday hour [notdefined], the traffic volume on the remaining eastbound off-
ramp would increase during  the  AM  peak  hour [not defined] from about  110
vehicles  to 150 vehicles  per  hour. The remaining westbound on-ramp would
increase from about  150 to 200 vehicles during the p.m.  peak hour. The added
traffic would not occur in the peak direction (westbound a.m. and eastbound p.m.).
In general, there is available capacity in the non-peak directions during the peak
periods.

This section illustrates the failure to consider the impact on AC Transit. The westbound
ramp does not have a protected acceleration lane before merging with existing traffic and
it is located immediately past the western opening to the YBI tunnel. Because AC Transit's
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increases the potential fortraffic accidents and delays to buses as they maneuver to

avoid                    23this increased traffic at an already dangerous on-ramp. Cont.

At page 19 of the supplement, section 3.1.1 discusses SFOBB Freeway Operations.  This
subsection identifies only one time during construction when bridge operations wjould be 24affected - the short period when the new bridge would be connected to the old bridge at
YBI.  There is no estimate on the number of days these off-peak closures would happen,
nor any discussion of how bus service would be accommodated or augmented during this
time.

Since the supplement acknowledges that hundred of workers will commute to YBI and
many trucks carrying construction materials will travel the bridge, the impacts to traffic
operations on the SFOBB would appear very likely. However, there is not discussion of 25
these impacts in this assessment.

The DEIS and the supplement appear to give no consideration to the fact that AC Transit             •

operates transbay bus service until midnight during the work week. /26
Although the DEIS and thesupplementtakethe position that off-peak traffic on the SFOBB
diminishes to the point where traffic impacts are minimal, this assessment is subject to
challenge. No consideration appears to have been made of the amount of traffic that will 27
use the bridge during off-peak hours to go to or return from sporting or cultural events in

                                                   San Francisco.

The reduction of one or more lanes will affect this traffic and AC Transit's
transbay service.4

5.    The DEIS Contains Inaccurate Information Reaardina AC Transit's Transbav
Service and the Transbav Transit Terminal.

The following inaccuracies were discovered in the DEIS:

Chapter 3, page 3-19.

In subsection 3.2.2 it is stated that  In 1998, AC Transit carried about 13,000 passengers
across the bridge per day and between 2,100 and 3,200 in the peak hour."  It is unclear 28
which peak the text is referencing. The statement would be correct if the reference were
to the afternoon peak hour when AC Transit has a bus leaving the terminal approximately
every 30 seconds.

4AC Transit is willing to discuss with Caltrans how transbay service can be

improved during normal commute periods and off-peak periods to address potential
traffic impacts associated with the construction of all segments of the SFOBB project.
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In subsection 3.2.3 it is stated that 'AC Transit operates 37 transbay bus routes that
provide 654 daily buses between the East Bay and the Transbay Transit Temtinal via the
SFOBB. AC Transit intends to outfit all 700 buses serving transbay routes with bicycle
racks."   In actuality. AC Transit operates 654 daily bus trips across the bridge, not 654 29
buses. In addition, AC Transit intends to equip a11700 buses in its fleet with bicycle racks.
including  all of the buses providing transbay service. However, 700 buses do not serve the
transbay routes.

In subsection 4.2 it is stated that  The proposed alternatives would affect transportation
including local traffic, transit, and maritime traffic. '

However, there is no discussion of the        30
impacts on transit.

In subsection 4.4 there is no mention of the potential role of transit as a means of I 31
mitigating the temporary effects during construction activities. As noted

previously, this    issue should have been discussed in greater detail.

Regarding the Transbay Transit Terminal, subsection 1.3.6, in the last paragraph on page
1-10, in discussing the use of the one dollar surcharge on the SFOBB, identified as one
of the amenities "the Transbay Transit Terminal (including possible relocation and/or ramp 32
reconfiguration)".  This is an inaccurate statement. The legislation authorizing the
additional one dollar toll did not identify the "ramp configuration" as one of the amenities.
It only identified the possible "replacement or relocation" of the Transbay Transit Terminal.

6.           The DEIS Does Not Address The Ten Foot Shoulderand Fifteen And One-Half Foot
Pedestrian/Bicvcle Path Once It Reaches YBI Or The Westem Span.

Neither the DEIS nor the supplement discuss what happens to the ten foot shoulder and
the fifteen and one-half foot pedestrian/bicycle path once the proposed new eastern span
reaches  YBI. The existing YBI tunnel consists  of five travel lanes  on each level  with  no
more than a three foot wide foot path along each side. Because the shoulder has been 33
touted as a justification for no need for a HOV lane (or bus-only lane) what happens when
the lane disappears at the YBI tunnel? In other words, no consideration has been given
to the continuing problem of congestion resulting from a stalled vehicle or bridge -
maintenance work that will continue to occur on the western span.  Nor is there any .
consideration to the problems associated with the loss of the eastern loop ramp to the  I  34
Transbay Transit Terminal, should this occur at the inception of all of the projects in the   
later part of 1999.

Further complicating the problem is the lack of any consideration as to what happens with
the pedestrian/bicycle path.  The DEIS and the supplement were prepared prior to the
passage of AB 2038 which added pedestrian and bicycle access on the retrofitted west
span of the SFOBB to the amenities subject to the one dollar toll. Since there has been       35
substantial pressure to include the pedestrian/bicycle path on the eastern span, there is
certainly a good likelihood of such an amenity on the western span. However, that leaves
the YBI tunnel as a impediment to the connection of the paths.
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There is no discussion of the likelihood of widening the YBI tunnel to allow a connection
of the pedestrian/bicycle path.  If such a widening occurred, this would be a substantial
construction project that would have serious consequences on traffic and on AC Transifs 36
service. An analysis of how the connection will occur and its impacts must be considered
by this document.

Compliance With The California Environmental Quality Act

Chapter 5 of the DEIS indicates that there is no environmental document under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) because of a statutory exemption contained
in Streets and Highways Code Section 180.2. This statement is accurate to the extentthe
project complies with this section and is not a segmentation of a larger project into smaller
projects in violation of CEQA.

Streets and Highways Code Section 180 defines 'project" as used in 180.2 to include  the
replacement of an existing highway structure by a newly constructed structure meeting 37seismic safety requirements that does not increase the number of mixed-flow lanes."

AC Transit, other public entmes and The People on the Bus have challenged the
application of this exemption to the removal of the eastern loop ramp to the Transbay
Transit Terminal. (Alameda County Superior Court No. 801522-0 and 791405-0.)
Because this portion of the overall project will affect the traffic on the entire SFOBB it has

                                                ramifications for the DEIS for
the eastern span.

Furthermore, the exemption does not include the ten foot shoulder or the
pedestrian/bicycle path extension. These amenities do not constitute Yhe replacement of
an existing highway structure" but the creation of a structure with different characteristic
than the structure it is replacing. Also, there is no clear indication of what happens to these 38
amenities once they encounter the YBI tunnel. Therefore, the proposed structures

analyzed in the DEIR and the supplement do not fall within the exemption granted by
Streets and Highways Code Section 180.2.

San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project FEIS Page  1 -143

i



Volume 11: Section 1 - DEIS Comments and Responses
AC Transit 11/23/1998

Ms. Melandry
Re:     Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Statutory Exemption

San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project
November 23, 1998
Page  10

Conclusion

AC Transit has identified in this letter its concerns regarding the proposed project and its
compliance with NEPA and CEQA. There are operational impacts which AC Transit has
concerns about which have not been addressed or opportunities for the use of our
transbay service which have not been considered.  To the extent there are opportunibes 39
for further dialogue on issues regarding the replacement of the existing eastern span, and
impacts associated with the entire SFOBB project, AC Transit is prepared to meet with
Caltrans and other parties to discuss those issues.

Sincerely,

e       C. Scheidig
General Counsel                 »-

CC: Board of Directors
General Manager
AGM/Service Development
AGM/External/Internal Affairs
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Comment 1
AC Transit routes on a replacement East Span would be impacted in the same manner
as mixed-flow traffic. The replacement alternatives are likely to improve traffic
operations on the SFOBB. The addition of shoulders on both the eastbound and
westbound decks would provide refuge for disabled vehicles, which would reduce the
disruption of traffic flow compared to existing conditions. Westbound traffic operatioris
would also improve, particularly for trucks and buses, because the replacement
alternatives would have a more gradual ascent compared to the existing East Span.
The Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative would experience the same traffic operations
as existing conditions.

Caltrans is continuing to investigate lane and bridge closures to transition traffic from
the existing bridge to temporary detours and to a replacement bridge. Caltrans would
plan closures in an effort to simultaneously minimize public inconvenience, facilitate
construction, and maximize public safety. The closures would be scheduled to occur
during off-peak hours to the maximum extent feasible. Caltrans would implement a
Traffic Management Plan (TMP) to manage impacts to traffic. This document would
address in detail construction-related traffic issues, such as roadway closures, lane
closures, access impacts of rubbernecking, and provisions for minimizing traffic
disruption.  The TMP would include a public awareness campaign involving measures

1  the media, and public officials. Impacts to AC Transit service resulting from
that allow communication of project information to residents, employers, commuters,

construction activity should be minimal (the same as for mixed-flow traffic) as AC
Transit does not serve Yerba Buena Island and Treasure Island and only operates one
24-hour transbay line during the hours when lane closures would be most likely to
occur.

Impacts to AC Transit service in the Oakland Touchdown area would be due to
construction truck traffic. Construction impacts for the retrofit alternative and
replacement alternatives would be similar. Burma Road and Maritime Street would be
impacted by construction activity. This activity could potentially impact AC Transit
Route A and local Route 13 (which operates on Maritime Street).   As a result,  it is
expected that construction-related traffic delays would not seriously impede transit
service.

The potential impacts to transit summarized in the EIS are addressed in greater detail
in the Traffic Circulation, Access and Parking Assessment technical study.

The East Span Project recognizes the contributions of AC Transit service in the
corridor. A replacement alternative would contribute to continued AC Transit corridor
bus service by providing a lifeline vehicular crossing between YBI and the Oakland
Touchdown.
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Comment 2
A TMP would be prepared for the East Span Project to further analyze traffic impacts
and provide measures to minimize impacts.  It is standard Caltrans practice to prepare
the TMP separately from the environmental document because it relies on construction
details that are not generally available during the NEPA compliance process. Caltrans
would prepare the TMP with input from local public agencies, including AC Transit.

Comment 3
The project boundaries include areas in which temporary or permanent structures may
be built for all alternatives and where project impacts would be expected to occur.  It is
not expected that the project would impact areas outside of these boundaries because
the project does not change the capacity of the bridge.  It is a seismic safety project.

Potential for temporary traffic impacts to occur outside the project boundaries is being
avoided by incorporating temporary detours at the Oakland Touchdown area and on
YBI as part of the replacement alternatives (please see Section 2.6.4 - Temporary
Detours on Yerba Buena Island and Oakland Touchdown Area). During the
construction period, the existing number of lanes on the East Span would be in
operation during weekday commute periods. The non-peak direction of travel could
have lane closures. Peak-period vehicular delays to SFOBB-bound traffic within the 1-
80/1-580/1-880 Interchange would be influenced by the metering at the SFOBB Toll
Plaza not by the East Span Project.

Comment 4
The East Span Project is one of a number of actions being taken to ensure

provision of              a lifeline bridge connection between the cities of Oakland and San Francisco (please
see Section 1.3.5 - Other SFOBB Seismic Safety Projects).  The East Span Project has
independent utility (i.e., it would be usable and would be a reasonable expenditure of
funds even if no additional transportation improvements in the area are made).  The
design would not preclude or limit design or implementation of other seismic retrofit
projects on the bridge. As defined by 771.111(f)(3) of U.S. Department of
Transportation's regulations to implement NEPA, the East Span Project does "not
restrict alternatives for other reasonably foreseeable projects."  As such, the project has
been evaluated independently in the EIS with the exception of the cumulative impacts
discussion.

Consideration of combined impacts of the independent actions to provide a lifeline
bridge connection between the cities of Oakland and San Francisco is addressed in
Section 4.15 - Cumulative Impacts.

Comment 5
Please see response to Comment 1 above.

Comment 6
As requested, statements in Section 3.2.2 - Transit and Section 3.2.3 - Non-
Motorized Traffic have been corrected.
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 ·              Comment 7The bicycle/pedestrian path would terminate on YBI at the foot of the eastbound on-
ramp to be constructed as part of a replacement alternative (please see Figure 2.10.1 b
in Appendix A). The inside and outside shoulders would transition between the existing
cross section at the project's western terminus, Bent 48, and at approximately Station
52 (please see Figure 2.10. lb), east of the tunnel on YBI.

Comment 8
The East Span Project is exempt by statute from provisions of CEQA. The project
qualifies for the statutory exemption under the California Streets and Highways Code
Section 180 because its purpose is to enhance seismic safety and it would not increase
capacity. Please see Chapter 5 for additional information.

Comment 9
It is unclear as to what is meant by economic, social, and health effects as they relate
to AC Transit service. Section 3.1 - Community Setting describes the existing social
and economic environment of the project area. Project alternatives were assessed for
their potential to have a negative or beneficial impact on social and economic
conditions. The impact assessment results, including inclusion of design
considerations and mitigation measures, are presented in Section 4.1 - Community
Impacts. Possible health impacts of the project in relation to air quality, noise,
hazardous wastes, and water quality are discussed in Chapter 4 - Environmental
Consequences and Mitigation Measures (see Sections 4.4,4.5,4.6, 4.8, and 4.14).

                 Please see response to Comment 1 above regarding impacts to AC Transit operations.

Comment 10
Please see response to Comment 3 above.

Comment 11
Please see response to Comment 3 above.

Comment 12
It is standard Caltrans practice to prepare the TMP separately from the environmental
document because it relies on construction details that are not generally available
during the NEPA compliance process.  The TMP would refine the traffic impact
information discussed in the EIS for such topics as bridge and approach closures, local
traffic circulation, and construction-related truck and vehicle traffic. Measures to
reduce impacts would be developed considering strategies such as incident
management, construction time restrictions, system demand management and public
information.

Comment 13
The morning peak hour is 6-7 AM in the westbound direction, and the evening peak
hour is 5-6 PM.  In the eastbound direction, the morning peak is 8-9 AM, and the
evening peak hour is 3-4 PM.
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Comment 14
While the absence of dedicated bus-only lanes may limit time savings over other
vehicles on the bridge, there are also no significant delays on the bridge with the
current mixed-flow traffic operation in most situations. Delays may occur periodically
on the bridge due to incidents; however these delays are typically minimized by the
metering system at the toll plaza. The shoulders provided with the replacement
alternatives would further reduce delays as stalled vehicles and minor traffic accidents
can be moved onto the shoulders and not block travel lanes. Under all build
alternatives, buses and other HOVs would continue to experience significant time
savings by using the HOV lanes at the toll plaza to bypass the congestion approaching
the SFOBB.

Provision of a bus-only lane on the East Span must consider the impacts to traffic in
mixed-flow lanes. The project purpose (please see Section 1.1 - Project Purpose)
calls for the maintenance of the current vehicular capacity of the bridge. The multi-
modal analysis in Section 2.5 finds that dedicated HOV lanes on the East Span would
adversely impact mobility in the corridor. The calculation of savings in AC Transit bus
travel times resulting from taking an existing mixed-flow travel lane (as presented in
your letter) does not present an analysis of the impacts as a result of losing 20 percent
of the current mixed flow lane capacity.

Regarding footnote (2), the FHWA has made an air quality conformity determination for
the East Span Seismic Safety Project (please see Section 4.4.3 - Air Quality
Conformity). Evaluation of a variety of air pollutant emission scenarios was not
conducted because the project does not change the number of lanes (capacity) from               
the existing condition.

Although the build alternatives do not include the requested bus-only lane of the East
Span, future decisions to provide a bus-only lane are not precluded by the project.

Comment 15
Caltrans recognizes the contributions of AC Transit service in the corridor.  The East
Span Project would be able to accommodate expanded bus service.

Comment  16
The statement in the Traffic Circulation, Access, and Parking Study in regard to Figure
3 is incorrect. Figure 3 only shows the project area limits. The eastern limit of the study
is the 1-80/1-580/1-880 interchange.

Comment 17
The replacement alternatives include extensive use of temporary detours within the
project area to maintain the current roadway capacity. No additional peak-period
delays would be expected to occur on the bridge or its approaches from construction
activities. Peak-period vehicular delays to SFOBB-bound traffic within the 1-80/1-580/1-
880 Interchange would be influenced by the metering at the SFOBB Toll Plaza, not by
the East Span Project.
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  Regarding footnote (3), the impacts of "rubbernecking" at locations west of the toll
plaza would not be detectable east of the toll plaza. Any impacts of "rubbernecking"
on operations of the existing East Span during the construction period would be
minimized by the limited amount of construction activities that would be visible to
drivers on the existing East Span. The existing East Span is higher than the skyway
section of any replacement alternative, and the railing on the existing East Span would
serve as a visual barrier between most motorists and construction activities.  Some
vehicles, such as sport utility vehicles and trucks, may be high enough that drivers
could see above the railing. Given the restricted field of vision from the existing bridge
and the proximity of the replacement alternatives to it, driver views would be limited to
construction of the new bridge superstructure. The replacement bridge, however,
would allow drivers to view the existing bridge as it is being dismantled.

Comment 18
The project would not impact traffic operations in Emeryville. Please see response to
Comment 16 above for information about the project limits used  in the traffic analysis.

Comment 19
It is acknowledged that AC Transit Routes A, B, C, CB, E, F, KH, N/NL, and V use West
Grand Avenue. Since the AC Transit letter, another route (Route K) has been added to
AC Transit service and also uses West Grand Avenue.

Comment 20
Comment noted. Table 1 of the traffic technical study should read as follows:

Table 1
AC Transit Bus Headways

Peak Hour Weekday Off Peak Weekday
(6-9 AM & 4-7 PM) (9 AM-4 PM & 7 PM-12

Bus Route Headway (min.) AM)
Headway (min.)

A                       30

8                                                                    15-30

C                                                            15-30

F                                      20                           45 (9 AM to 4 PM)
KH                 20

Source: Letter from AC Transit to Mara Melandry, Caltrans. November 23, 1998,

Comment 21
See response to Comment 4 and Section 4.15 - Cumulative Impacts of the EIS.

Comment 22
Please see response to Comment 4.
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Transbay Transit Terminal improvements are not part of the East Span
Project.  The                   East Span Project would not have an impact on bus operations at the Transbay Transit

Terminal and its ramps because the build alternatives would retain the existing number
of lanes on the East Span.

Comment 23
The referenced statement in the Traffic, Circulation and Parking Assessment Report
introduces the transportation impacts discussion. Items listed were ones that were
evaluated in the analysis, but are not necessarily substantial impacts. Subsequent
discussions call out potential for impacts to AC Transit service.

Please see response to Comment 1 above for a discussion of impacts to AC Transit
operations.

The completion of the retrofit alternative or a replacement alternative would not
adversely impact traffic or transit operations on West Grand Avenue or the
1-80/1-580/1-880 distribution structure because the capacity of the East Span would not
change. Any vehicular delays to SFOBB-bound traffic would be influenced by the
metering of the SFOBB Toll Plaza, not by the East Span Project.

YBI ramp closures would increase traffic on remaining ramps and could result in
increased travel time for these vehicles. The extra travel time on the ramps does not
impact AC Transit because it does not service YBI/TI.  Due to relatively low on-ramp
merging capacity, there would be the same number of vehicles or fewer entering the
SFOBB from YBI compared to existing conditions. Therefore, traffic flow on the

SFOBB             would not be affected.

Comment 24
As mentioned in response to Comment 1, Caltrans is continuing to investigate lane and
bridge closures during construction. Caltrans would plan the closures to
simultaneously minimize public inconvenience, facilitate construction, and maximize
public safety. The closures would be scheduled to occur during off-peak hours to the
maximum extent feasible . Measures to maintain service would be addressed in the
TMP.  Impacts to AC Transit service resulting from construction activity should be
minimal as AC Transit operates only one 24-hour transbay line (Route A that goes from
the Transbay Transit Terminal to the Oakland Airport) during the hours when lane
closures would be most likely to occur.

Comment 25
The traffic technical study found that increased traffic volumes generated by
construction workers would not significantly impact traffic operations on YBI or the
SFOBB. Caltrans will investigate the inclusion of traffic control measures in contract
specifications to minimize increases in construction-related traffic, which could impact
the capacity of the on- and off-ramps on YBI. Caltrans would limit contractor and
construction worker parking to the temporary construction easements.
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               Comment 26Please see response to Comment 24 above.

Comment 27
Lane closures would most likely occur during late night/early morning hours when there
would be little, if any, impact by additional traffic generated by a special event.  The
TMP does not specifically address the impacts of lane closures to motorists traveling to
or from sporting or cultural events in San Francisco.  It is anticipated that the public
awareness campaign discussed in the TMP would help motorists, who are patronizing
these events, to select alternate travel routes or alternative means of transportation
during periods of closure, if such actions are necessary.

Comment 28
The sentence has been changed to reflect the PM peak hour.

Comment 29
Requested edits have been made to Section 3.2.3- Non-Motorized Traffic.

Comment 30
Please see response to Comment 1 above.

Comment 31
Transit is one means of reducing project impacts on traffic circulation during

                   Transit
to maximize the effectiveness of transit service provided. However, impacts to

construction and would be addressed in the TMP. Caltrans would coordinate with AC

traffic and transit resulting from construction activities should be minimal and extensive
mitigation measures would not be required.

Comment 32
Clarification that the legislation establishing the one-dollar toll surcharge (Senate Bill
60) states "replacement or relocation" of the Transbay Transit Terminal is noted.

Comment 33
Please see the response to Comment 7 above, concerning termination of the
bicycle/pedestrian path and the inside and outside shoulders. Caltrans and MTC are
currently preparing a study for a bicycle/pedestrian path on the West Span and a YBI
connection to a path on a replacement East Span. The study is expected to be
completed  by  May  2001. The preliminary design  in this study locates the potential
future West Span path at the upper deck level outward of the existing north and south
stiffening trusses (in other words, there would be a path on both sides of the West
Span). The pathway would descend into San Francisco on elevated structures west of
the current San Francisco anchorage and terminate near the intersection of Harrison
and Fremont Streets.  East of the YBI anchorage, the path would continue on elevated
structures which would connect to an at-grade path along the south side of YBI,
generally along the existing Treasure Island Road, that would then connect to the East
Span path. Any future pathway on the West Span and on YBI would be a separate
project.
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While the East Span Project does not include improvements to the YBI
tunnel or the                  West Span, the influence of traffic operations in the tunnel and on the West Span are

acknowledged in the project's multi-modal evaluation (please see Section 2.5 -
Accommodation of Multi-Modal Strategies).

Comment 34
Please see response to Comment 22 above.

Comment 35
Although the feasibility study to extend the bicycle/pedestrian path is not complete
(please see response to Comment 33 above), previous conceptual studies by Caltrans
presented to the Task Force anticipated that a path or bike lane connection on YBI
would be routed around the tunnel to reach the SFOBB West Viaduct.  The East Span
path would not preclude any connection options to a future path on the West Span.

Comment 36
Please see response to Comments 33 and 35 above.

Comment 37
As discussed in Chapter 5 - CEQA Status and Findings, the East Span is statutorily
exempt from CEQA because its purpose is to enhance seismic safety and it does not
Increase capacity.

Comment 38
Adding improvements, such as shoulders and a

bicycle/pedestrian path, does not                  
disqualify the project from meeting the CEQA statutory exemption. The Legislature, in
approving the CEQA statutory exemption, did not intend replacement of an existing
substandard facility with the same substandard features. Replacement structures
constructed as "specific actions necessary to prevent or mitigate an emergency" are
designed to meet current design standards. The provision of standard shoulders on
the East Span Project replacement alternatives is consistent with current roadway
design standards. Please see response to Comment 7 above concerning termination
of the bicycle/pedestrian path and the inside and outside shoulders.

Comment 39
Caltrans will continue to coordinate with AC Transit during preparation of the TMP and
the construction period.
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IBART SAN FRANCISCO BAY AREA RAPID TRANSIT DISTRICT

DO 800 Madison Street - Lake Merritt Station
P.O. Box 12688
Oakland, CA 94604-2688
Telephone (510) 464·6000

-/*=*..f#,-1931
"PME

November 2, 1998

8 1=
P.G,%2$&+V Ms. Mara Melandry, Environmental Manager

Caltrans District 4
111 Grand Avenue

 FANG P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94623-0660

JOELKELLER
vlcE-ENT

Subject:Comments on the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge/East Span Seismic
Il=2 ,(MARGAO Safety Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Statutory Exemption

Dear Ms Melandry:

DIRECTORS
The Bay Area Rapid Transit District recognizes the importance and urgency of the
need to replace or retrofit the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge to meet current

ENUN   ARD seismic saf6ty standards.   We would like to assist you in any way possible to

JOEL KELLER formulate strategies to reduce use ofthe bridge by automobiles and potentially to
2940 OESTA:CT provide additional transbay transit capacity for the transit dependent during bridge

ROY NAKADEGAWA closures or restrictions.  BART can be used not only for daily commuter travel, but
m//ST/ICT also for social and recreational trips which are vital to the regional economy and

  A ET K. PRYOR
Loma Prieta earthquake, BART's weekday average number of transbay trips
occur late into the night.  As you recall, when the bridge was closed following the

PETER W SNYDEA increased by approximately 100,000 in November,  1989, dramatically demonstrating
-- what BART can do to accommodate additional travel in this corridor.

2  ,M, BLALOCK
Although the DEIS/SE does not identify the potential for a significant adverse impact

 1:53'KENNEDY
to transbay travel, the potential fbr regional traffic congestion and disruption to the

entire Bay Area economy associated with this and related construction activity is 1

JAMES FANG great. While no bridge closures are anticipated during peak travel periods, the
s™ ots=

background report on Traffic Circulation Access and Parking, does identify the
TOM RADULOVICH potential for traffic impacts due to "rubi*rnecking" by drivers on the existing span,
..DISTRICT

closures of tamps to Yerba Buena Island, and construction-related heavy truck
traffc.   We also  believe that there is a potential  for a significant adverse impact on
regional traffic flow due to the cumulative effbct ofthe construction activities
associated with the  11 seismic safbty projects in the larger San

Francisco-Oakland                                           2Bay Bridge Corridor.

We recommend that every effort be made to reduce the need for people to use the
bridge during construction and that measures be taken to encourage and facilitate the
use of transit as an alternative to the automobile and encourage that this objective be
a goal of the Traffic Management Plan that will be prepared.  The plan should also                                     3
address what measures could be taken in response to specific, unanticipated incidents
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Page  2  of 2
Ms. Melandry
October 30,1998

such as accidents, failure to reopen the bridge to full capacity by 5:00 A M following nighttune work
or closures.  We would like to offer our assistance in the preparation of that plan and suggest
consideration ofthe following strategies as part of the Traffic Management Plan:

•      A public information campaign which would increase awareness of BART and other
transit as alternatives to driving on the Bay Bridge;

•      Identification of existing available parking and the potential provision of additional
parking at BART Stations in the East Bay;                                                                                                  3

• Improved feeder bus service to BART and assessment of the potential provision of more Cont.attractive bus-rail transfers for transbay riders;
•        Consideration of the feasibility of expanded BART service during peak hours  if it  is

possible to add more trains during the peak, through expanded peak period service with
longer trains, and/or at night as a mitigation for nighttime bridge closure, and,

•     Work with major San Francisco employers to allow more flexibility in hours of
employment in order to spread the peak commute times when greater capacity is
available on BART trains

Section 3 2 3 regarding existing transit services should be amended to reflect current BART service
m the corridor. Currently BART provides 546 daily transbay trains in the corridor. The average
transbay patronage for FY98 was 148,900 with about 30,000 passengers in the 2-hour peak period.
Bicycle ridership on BART in  1997 was about  1.4% of the general ridership during non-commute                                                          4
penods or about 700 bicyclists making 1400 trips. Rules governing bicycle use on BART have
changed to allow expanded use on BART since 1997, but we do not yet have current ridership data
available.

We look forward to working with you and other transit providers to meet the needs of transbay
travelers during what is sure to be a challenging period fbr us atl. Should you have any questions on
any of these comments, please do not hesitate to contact me at (510) 464-6140.

Sincerely,

 1 ...topment
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Bay Area Rapid Transit District Letter dated  11/2/1998

Comment 1
Construction-period traffic impacts are addressed in Section 4.14.2 - Transportation
Impacts During Construction. A Traffic Management Plan (TMP) would be prepared for
the East Span Project to further analyze traffic impacts and provide measures to
minimize impacts.  It is standard Caltrans practice to prepare the TMP separately from
the environmental document because it relies on construction details that are not
generally available during the NEPA compliance process.

The East Span Project includes extensive use of temporary detours within the project
area to maintain the current roadway capacity. No additional peak-period delays
would be expected to occur from construction activities.

Any impacts of "rubbernecking" on the existing East Span during the construction
period would be minimized by the limited amount of construction activities that would
be visible to drivers on the existing East Span. The existing East Span is higher than
the skyway section of any replacement alternative, and the railing on the existing East
Span would serve as a visual barrier between most motorists and construction
activities. Some vehicles, such as sport utility vehicles and trucks, may be high enough
that drivers could see above the railing. Given the restricted field of vision from the
existing bridge and the proximity of the replacement alternatives to it, driver views
would be limited to construction of the new bridge superstructure. The replacement

  bridge, however, would allow drivers to view the existing bridge as it is being
dismantled.  The TMP would further address issues of construction viewing on traffic.

Comment 2
Please see the expanded Section 4.15.4 - Cumulative Impacts, Transportation for a
discussion of cumulative traffic impacts.

Caltrans has successfully implemented extensive public information programs and
TMPs for projects of this kind in the Bay Area in the past and would do the same for this
project. Caltrans is developing a TMP for the East Span Project and would coordinate
the time of project detours, lane closures, and TMPs for all projects in the area to
minimize cumulative traffic impacts and avoid combined delays. Motorists would also
be informed of construction activities on these projects in advance. Consequently,
construction-period cumulative traffic impacts of the East Span Project would be
minimized through implementation of a project TMP.

Comment 3
Encouraging use of transit during the construction period would be considered as a
component of the TMP. The listed measures, such as supplemental BART parking,
feeder bus service, and expanded BART service, may not be required given the
anticipated limited construction impacts of the build alternatives on traffic. Temporary
detours at YBI and the Oakland Touchdown area would be used to maintain traffic
capacity.  Each of the suggested measures would be evaluated in the TMP.  In
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addition, Caltrans would consider BART's input during preparation of the TMP.
However, Caltrans has ultimate authority for such a plan.

Comment 4
Section 3.2.3 - Non-Motorized Traffic has been revised to include more detail on the
availability of BART service in the corridor.
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a EAST BAY
MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT

DAVID R. WILLIAMS
DIRECTOR OF WASTEWATER

November 20, 1998

Ms. Mara Melandry
CalTrans District 4
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94623

Dear Ms. Melandry

Re: San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project
Draft - Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)/Statutory Exemption

The East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMUD) has reviewed the above referenced document
and submits the following comments with regard to the impact'ofthis project on EBMUD
facilities.

On Page S-4, Section S.3.5 it states that "Alternative S.4 has been developed to avoid conflicts
with the alignment of the existing EBMUD sewer outfall" and then on Page S.11, Table S-3 it
states that "Replacement alternative S.4 would afect the southeastern corner of the EBMUD
dechioninationfacility  at the  Oakland Touchdown.   Thefacility would be  relocated or  this
alternative.  if selected,  would be redesigned to avoid the facility."

The critical importance of the outfall and dechlorination system to the operation of the
wastewater treatment plant should be emphasized. Dechlorination of the effluent prior to
entering the bay is a 24-hour a day process and is necessary to comply with our discharge permit.
Shutdown of the outfall and dechlorination system is limited to brief durations, generally no
longer than 4 hours, and subject to seasonal, diurnal and current plant conditions. The system
outage limitations should be considered when evaluating alternatives that will require relocation
ofthese facilities.

1If the dechlorination facility is relocated, the operational efficiency of the disinfection system
could be impacted and would need to be mitigated. The distance from the chlorine injection
point (on the plant site) to the dechlorination point determines the chlorine contact time and the
ability to meet EBMUD's coliform limit. Relocation of the dechlorination facility would need to
maintain that minimum contact time; otherwise, chemical use and/or hydraulics would be
adversely impacted. If relocated, EBMUD's preference is for chlorine contact and
dechlorination facilities to be located at the plant site. A change in outfall alignment would need
to maintain the capacity and discharge characteristics of the current outfall. The outfall
discharge location in the Bay determines EBMUD's wastewater discharge limits. Any adverse
impact to these permit limits would need to be mitigated. If relocated, EBMUD's preference is a
deep-water outfall in the Central Bay, which would maintain or increase existing permit limits.

On Page S-11,  it  states  that  "Replacement  alternative S-4  would occupy a portion of the first 450                 2meters  (500 yards)  of the  Oakland Army Base vacant land  south of the existing East  Span."

P.0 80*24055.OAKLAND.CA 94023-1055. /5 0) 287·1405
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Ms. Mara Melandry
November 20,1998
Page 2

The information provided is not sufficient to determine the exact parcel of land CalTrans intends
to use and the potential conflicts with EBMUD planned land use in the vicinity.  The Oakland

2Base Reuse Authority has recently designated 9 acres of the Oakland Base property for public
conveyance to EBMUD (see enclosed map) EBMUD intends to swap this parcel for land Cont.adjacent to the treatment plant for future expansion. Any impact from this project on EBMUD
planned land use must be mitigated.

On Page S-12, Table S-3 it states that "Replacement alternative N-2 and N-6 would contribute to
assembly of large developable space to the south of the alignment.  Beneficial impact on
cooperative park development  at  Oakland Touchdown area."  and then on  Page S-17,  Table  S-3
it  states  that  " loss  ofjurisdictional wetlands will  be  mitigated at a mitigation ration of 3:1   by  the
creation  of new wetland  habitat  or  enhancement  of existing wetlands within  the  project  area."

3
Given the proximity  of the project area to EBMUD's treatment facility and the on-going efforts
to educate the public on the benefits ofrecycled water, EBMUD recommends a demonstration
wetland sustained by EBMUD recycled water as one element of this cooperative park.  This is a
rare opportunity to include another public agency in this cooperative effort, establish wetlands
near public access, educate the public on natural systems, reduce discharge to San Francisco Bay
and promote recycled water to reduce reliance on limited Bay Area water supplies.

On  Page S-13,  Table  S-3  it  states that  " Replacement alternative S-4 would require realignment
of Burma  Rd.  and  CalTrans  maintenance road  at  the  Oakland Touchdown    No  impacts
associated with change in access."

EBMUD uses Burma Rd and the CalTrans maintenance road to access the dechlorination                               4
facilities and the outfall transition structure, which is a regulatory compliance sampling point.
EBMUD uses these roads on an hourly basis for routine operation and maintenance, for daily
chemical delivery and for periodic facility improvements. Access to these facilities must be
maintained.

On  Page S-20,  Table  S-3  it states  that  " Utilities  on  bay bottom may be  disturbed  by construction.
Submarine  utilities would  be  avoided to  the  greatest  extent  possible.    If utilities  cannot  be
avoided.  they will be relocated or protected in place."

EBMUD' s outfall is shallow and highly susceptible to damage.   I f the southern alignment is
chosen, EBMUD would strongly prefer relocation of facilities, as we cannot risk damage  to this
vcry critical componem of our treatment process.   If the outfal!  is not relocated, EBMUD would
require extremely stringent protection requirements, including but not limited to, approval of al'                       5
temporary and permanent construction documents and contingency plans around the interceptor,
a pre-  and post- construction survey of the outfall by Ca Trans to assess for damage  and  full
compensation for all repairs, and payment of any fines associated with environmental violations.
In addition, EBMUD would reserve final approval of distance from outfall to construction
activity and outfall protection methods. The District recently react an article in the San Francisco
Chronicle indicating that the cost to protect EBMUD's outfall would be $3M and the cost to
relocate approximately $10OM. The protection figure seems extremely low, and is likely to be in
the tens of millions, assuming that it is indeed possible. The relocation cost of $1 OOM (our
original, very preliminary estimate) appears, on the other hand, to be much higher than we would
expect.
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<.A
V

Ms. Mara Melandry
November 20,1998
Page 3

On Page 2-2, Section 2.1.2 it states "EBMUD water treatment facility".

This should be corrected to read "EBMUD wastewater treatment facility".                                                     6

On Page 3-5,  Section 3.1.1  Oakland Touchdown Area it states  "The outfall extends 5 kilometers
(3.1 miles) into the Bay".

7
This should be corrected to read "The outfall is 3.1 miles long and extends approximately 1 mile
into the Bay".

On Page S-19,  3-13 and 4-89 regarding water supply on the existing east span.

There is a potable water line on the East Span that is under the control of the City & County of
San Francisco (CCSF). This pipeline is owned by the Navy and conveys water from EBMUD.
This pipeline is a back-up supply to Treasure Island (TI) and Yerba Buena Island (YBI), used
only in case of emergency when full water service is not readily available from CCSF.  It also                    8
provides fire protection to the East Span.  If this pipeline is taken out of service during
construction, there will be no back-up service to TI or YBI from the East Side. CalTrans will
need to verify that mitigation, satisfactory to CCSF, is taken during periods for which this
pipeline  is out of service.

On Page 3-13  it states that EBMUD  has supply pipes throughout the Oakland Army Base
property.

   The potable water distribution system at the Oakland Army Base is private and is not owned by

9
EBMUD. The District does own pipelines that traverse the base property, but the majority of the
pipelines are private.  The ELR should be corrected to reflect the ownership.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Bill McGowan at 287-1031
regarding water utilities and Sanna Garcia at 287-1679 regarding wastewater utilities.  For your
records, EBMUD has designated the following division as a clearinghouse for environmental
documents from outside agencies:

William R. Kirkpatrick, Manager
East Bay Municipal Utility District
Water Distribution Planning, M/S 701
P. O. Box 24055
Oakland CA 94623-1055

Sinperpls,·z/50 

EDWARD H. McCORMICK
Manager of Support Services Division

EHM:sig
Enclosure
CC: WW File PC82V.A01, WDPD File A-515 w:\ping\word\98-138
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                    East Bay Municipal Utility
District Letter dated 11/20/1998

Comment 1
Avoidance and protection of the EBMUD sewer outfall has been a priority in the design
of project alternatives and in the consideration and withdrawal of alternatives from
consideration in the DEIS. Replacement Alternative S-4 was designed to avoid an in-
Bay transverse crossing of the outfall. However, Replacement Alternative S-4 would
cross over the onshore portion of the outfall for a length of 400 meters (1,300 feet).

Replacement Alternatives N-2 and N-6 (Preferred) completely avoid the dechlorination
facility. Replacement Alternative S-4 is currently designed to place a column in the
pipeline east of the EBMUD dechlorination facility. While the column could be
redesigned to avoid the pipelines, the vertical clearance between the structure and the
service road is insufficient to allow for delivery vehicles to the dechlorinatioD..fadlit*.
Consequently, if Replacement Alternative S-4 were selected, the facility, tile road w-82-
or both would need to be relocated (see Section 4.1.4 Impacts to Existi,19-Land/'T           4-
Use).  Any such relocation would be coordinated with EBMUD and any permitting               r' 41
agencies.

A,FABINX,«
Comment 2 4    fix#LTY„ 6Table S-3 has been rewritten and no longer includes the referenced statement.
Reference to Figures 2-11.4 and 2-11.5 in Appendix A has been added to the Fo'h'*1
appropriate discussion in Section 4.1.4 - Impacts to Existing Land Use to further

                  no impact from the East Span Project on planned EBMUD expansion proposed on the
clarify the parcels that would be used by Replacement Alternative S-4. There would be       A l 1417

former Oakland Army Base land.                                                                                  --19

Comment 3 41*.J 1,043Caltrans has considered the use of a "constructed wetland" to treat runoff from the
4 -2-8-

proposed bridge facility, and EBMUD effluent was considered for use in keeping the
constructed wetland sustainable. However, many factors, including cost, el=, 102-'

effectiveness, and maintenance when compared to other options under consideration            LM
did not make the proposed wetland viable. The primary concerns are insufficient data Ff  'UQ./
related to the effectiveness of a wetland to efficiently remove pollutants from highway
runoff and conflicts with planned land use of adjacent areas. See Section 4.8 -

Water        TD,47Quality for a further discussion of best management practices evaluated.
5/ ?

Comment 4 /i\Access to the dechlorination facility is via Burma Road on the eastern part of the route
then via the Caltrans maintenance road for the western section of the route. Burma
Road would not be relocated as the result of the project. The Caltrans maintenance
road would be relocated, but access to the dechlorination facility would be maintained
during and after construction of Replacement Alternatives N-2, N-6 (Preferred
Alternative), or the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative. However, delivery vehicle    nE
access to the dechlorination facility would be eliminated under Replacement Alternative /F
S-4 due to limited vertical clearance between the bridge structure and the road. Under   \
this alternative, the facility, the roadway, or both would have to be relocated. Please     Vj

                 see response
to Comment 1 above.
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Comment 5
Preference for relocation of the sewer outfall, if a southern alternative is selected, is
noted. The extensive measures required to protect the outfall during construction of a
southern alternative are noted. EBMUD approval of drawings and requirements for
pre- and post-construction inspection are noted. Replacement Alternative N-6 has
been identified as the Preferred Alternative.

The cost estimates referenced for the protection of the outfall were developed by the
CCSF.  Please see the attachment to the CCSF Planning Department letter dated
11/23/1998 for the assumptions. Since publication of the DEIS, relocation and
protection options were further evaluated to determine the feasibility of a southern
alternative. Caltrans estimates t'881 protection-costs-yould be b«tween $500
million. Relocation costs are expected io-Ija-*14516 $164-million, incliging-cosEs far

--586iTIbnal planning and design studies.  The ACOE was asked by the National
Economic Council (an office in the Executive Branch of the Federal Government) to
complete an independent review of reports, data, and analyses conducted by both
Caltrans and the CCSF in regard to impacts to the outfall.  The ACOE did not commfnt
on Caltrans' estimates for protection costs.  The ACOE determined that some seasonal
restrictions assumed by Caltrans might not materialize; as such, ACOE concluded that
relocation costs might be lower than Caltrans' estimates. ACOE reduced the estimate

9 ' /\,' for incremental costs to approximately $35 to $70 million (instead of Caltrans' estimate

Agi &9 , of $43 to $77 million), resulting in total relocation costs of approximately $107 to Ah'f

A   7  /  ) million. (Please see Section 2.7.5 - Alternatives Considered and Withdrawn,

i  /,0 1
Alternative S-1 for a more detailed discussion of costs.)                                                       0

Comment 6
In Section 2.1.2 - Project Limits/Location, "EBMUD water treatment facility" has been
replaced by "EBMUD wastewater treatment facility" as requested.

Comment 7
In Section 3.1.1 - Existing Land Uses in the Project Vicinity under Oakland Touchdown
Area, the outfall description has been revised to read, "The outfall is 5 kilometers (3.1
miles) long and extends approximately 1.6 kilometers (1 mile) into the Bay."

Comment 8
Section 3.1.6 - Community Services has been revised to clarify information on the
backup water supply to YBI and TI. Consultation will be undertaken with the Navy (the
water supply's owner) and CCSF (the caretaker of the supply) concerning construction-
period protection of the back-up supply lines.

Comment 9
Section  3.1.6 - Community Services has been revised to reflect the private ownership
of water distribution pipelines on the Oakland Army Base (OARB).
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REGIONAL pARKS
EAST BAY REGIONAL PARK DISTRICT

October 29, 1998 BOARD OF OIRECTOAS
Jean Sin
President

Ms. Mara Melandry
Baw,rfy Lane
viCD·P,INCIM

Caltrans, District 4, Environmental Car./ Sevo,n
Ti--,-

PO Box 23660 Jollo Sul.

Secretary

Oakland, CA 94623-0660 JOIsly' Combs
Ted Racike
Ooug Sdan

RE: San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge, East Span Seismic Safety Project, DEIS Pat OB,In
Ger*,1.1 Manager

Dear Mara:

The East Bay Regional Park District has reviewed a copy ofthe subject EIS and would like to
provide the following comments.  The Park District operates thirteen regional shoreline parks in
Alameda and Contra Costa Counties, and develops segments ofthe Bay Trail connecting these

parks. Currently the District is assembling land for the East Shore State Park„ located to the
north ofthe Bay Bridge in the Cities ofRichmond, Albany, Berkeley, Emeryville and Oakland.

As described in the EIS (3.1.2), the Park District has been designated, through the Oakland Army
Base Reuse Plan. to receive a public benefit conveyance of 16 acres of Army Base land, located
on the Bay Bridge peninsula immediately to the south of the Oakland touchdown, for the purpose
of providing a regional shoreline park. The District has, for the past eighteen months, been

                                     working collaboratively
with Caltrans, the Port ofOakland, City ofOakland, BCDC and other                              1

interested parties to develop a preliminary concept for this park and to coordinate with planning
efforts for the East Span replacement. The District's comments will address the East Span
Replacement Project in relation to the proposed East Bay Gateway Park.

Proiect Alternative
The Park District supports selection of the northern (N2, N6) alignment alternatives as having the
fewest negative impacts and most positive effects oii the proposed park. The Southern (S4)
alignment would directly impact land on the Oakland Army Base designated for the park.  A
northern alignment, on the other hand, could have a positive impact by providing additional land,
once the existing bridge is removed, potentially doubling the size of the planned park on the south                           2
side ofthe Bay Bridge peninsula. The park is planned to provide opportunities for environmental
protection and enhancement, shoreline public access, viewing, passive recreation and historical
interpretation.  As such, it may provide Caltrans with opportunities to mitigate some ofthe
impacts discussed in the EIS.

-Mi=
The proposed park provides the opportunity to enhance views from the Bay Bridge and to replace
the visual blight ofthe existing Oakland touchdown area with a green and attractive gateway to
the East Bay.  The park will also be the touchdown for the Bay Bridge bike lane, part of the San 13

2950  Peralta Oaks Court   P.O.  Box  5381   Oakland,  CA   94605-0381    Tel: (510)635-0135   TDD: (510) 633-0460  Fax: (510)569-4319

San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project FEIS Page 1-163



Volume 11: Section 1 - DEIS Comments and Responses
East Bay Regional Park District 10/29/1998

Mara Melandry SFOBB, East Span DEIS                                                                         2

Francisco Bay Trail.  The EIS refers to planned Bay Trail connections to the north and south of
the bridge, to be provided in connection with the I-880 / Cypress Replacement Project.  The EIS
(4.3.1-4.3.3) states that, at the Oakland touchdown, views to the south from the eastbound lanes                 3
may be compromised by the bicycle lane.  This is not necessarily the case. Caltrans should

investigate the potential to drop the bike lane to grade near the western end ofthe Bay Bridge Cont.
Peninsula, thereby removing the lane from the bridge at the touchdown section and improving
views ofthe Gateway Park to the south.

The EIS (4.3.4) states that selection ofthe N2 or N6 alignments would result in the removal of 71
mature trees at the Oakland touchdown area, and that the impact will be mitigated by the
preparation, by Caltrans staff,  of a master planting plan in cooperation with local agencies.    The
District anticipates coordinating a multi-agency master planning effort for the Gateway Park at the
Oakland touchdown area. Caltrans' collaboration and assistance with the planning effort,                      4
including the master landscape plan will be welcome. To mitigate the impact of tree removal,
Caltrans should contribute both to the planning and construction of landscape improvements.

Access
Although it will not negatively impact existing access, the East Span replacement should take
advantage of opportunities to access the adjacent Gateway Park. Visibility of thepark,»om  the
bridge  and ease  of access from  the freeway in  both  directions will  be  critical  to  success  of the

park The eastbound lanes at the Oakland touchdown will run for a considerable distance at
grade, directly adjacent to the Caltrans maintenance facilities and the future park. (A pull-out /
parking area already exists to the west of the toll plaza). Caltrans should seriously investigate
opportunities to provide a direct, at-grade entrance to the park from the east-bound lanes between
the touch-down point and the toll plaza area. Caltrans should also investigate the potential for              5
access from the westbound lanes at Van Den Broeke Point.  Will the existing turnout and Caltrans
maintenance road on the north shore be impacted by a northern bridge alignment? Direct access

from both the east- and westbound lanes could utilize the existing a maintenance vehicle road
underneath the bridge abutment to access the park from both directions. Appropriate signage
should also be included in the project to identify park entrances from the freeway.

Hazardous Wastes
Section 4.6 of the EIS identifies a number ofcontaminated sites in the Oakland touchdown area.
All exposed toxic sites should remediated to a level which will safeguard both human and
ecological health, and suitable for public outdoor recreational activities planned on the site.  Site           6
closure and remediation reports, following appropriate state and federal regulations and suitable

for incorporation into a subsequent environmental document for the park, should be prepared
following removal of the existing bridge.

Water Ouality
The EIS states that the amount ofrunoff and mass loading of pollutants may increase relative to
the increase in surface area ofthe new span as a result ofhaving two parallel, exposed decks                   7
rather than the existing one.  The EIS does not identify proposed stormwater management and
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pollution control measures. Surface runofffrom the bridge deck may have negative impacts of
erosion and flooding in the touchdown area below and adjacent to the bridge, including the
proposed park. Stormwater runoff may, over time, concentrate hydrocarbons and other
contaminants in adjacent land areas to be used by wildlife and by the public.  The EIS should                   7
address runoffcontrol and potential water pollution impacts more specifically. Proposed
Permanent Control Measures (PCMs) should be specifically described in the FEIS. Stormwater Cont.
runoff and pollution impacts should be specifically identified in the EIS and appropriate mitigation
measures (drainage, retention and filtering hcilities) should be incorporated in the design and
construction of both the Bay Bridge and the proposed Gateway Park.

Cultural Resources
The Park District concurs with measures identified by Caltrans (4.10.2) to mitigate the loss of the
historic 1939 Bay Bridge and other historic resources. The proposed East Bay Gateway Park
offers excellent opportunities for historical markers, signage and other facilities to interpret the
original and replacement spans, the Key System and Oakland-San Francisco ferry system, the Port
ofOakland and Oakland Army Base. Rehabilitation ofthe Key Pier Substation as an interpretive             8
center is an interesting possibility that should be further assessed in this regard.  The Park District
wishes to note that, as the probable future operator of the Gateway Park,  it has no funding or
plans to operate such a facility at this time.

Natural Resources

                                         The EIS
(4.9.6) notes that mitigation for the removal ofupland refugia for shorebirds would

include preservation ofupland areas as part ofthe new park envisioned for the southern portion
ofthe Oakland touchdown area.  In fact, northern bridge alignments would increase the exposed
upland area on the Bay Bridge peninsula. One ofthe goals ofthe proposed park will be the
preservation and enhancement ofwildlife habitat. It should be noted that the north side ofthe
bridge provides superior feeding opportunities to shorebirds because mud flats, tidal marsh
and eel grass beds at that location. Prior to a detailed site design for the park, however, it is                     9
premature for the EIS to state that "the park would...include an upland refugia area fenced off
from public access to prevent human or animal disturbance to shorebirds," because the need for
this type of segregated design has not been clearly demonstrated, nor has the optimum location of
habitat preservation areas been determined. This statement should be deleted from the FEIS.

The EIS also identifies the need to replace or enhance wetland, mudflat and eelgrass habitat areas

on- or off-site, in accordance with a mitigation plan to be worked out in cooperation with State
and Federal resource agencies. The proposed Gateway Park will, to the extent feasible and
compatible with shoreline public access goals, provide opportunities for on-site habitat mitigation
for the bridge project. The District is currently working with Caltrans to provide opportunity
sites for off-site enhancement at the Martinez marsh in connection with the Carquinez Bridge 10
Project, and may be able to provide similar opportunities once the Bay Bridge Replacement
Project permits and mitigation plans are approved. Opportunities in the immediate vicinity ofthe
Bay Bridge project would include the planned Eastshore State Park, particularly at the Emeryville
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Crescent. Opportunities to remediate and enhance the Port of Oakland's Radio Beach property
should also be considered.

The District appreciates the opportunity to review and provide comments on the East Span
Seismic Replacement Project, Draft EIS.  We look forward to working collaboratively with
Caltrans staito plan and enhance the East Bay Gateway in connection with suggested mitigations
outlined herein.

Sincerely,

S.Zilz-
Brian Wiese
Advance Planning

CC: Brad Olson
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East Bay Regional Park District Letter dated 10/29/1998

Comment 1
The East Bay Regional Park District's (EBRPD) ongoing efforts to develop a regional
shoreline park immediately south of the Oakland Touchdown are acknowledged.
Caltrans and FHWA have participated in the referenced planning activities to develop
the Gateway Park.

Comment 2
Preference for a northern alternative is noted. Replacement Alternative N-6 has been
identified as the Preferred Alternative.

Comment 3
The bicycle/pedestrian path is being designed as an integral component of the
superstructure for all replacement alternatives.  Cost and design issues may prohibit
the separation of the bicycle/pedestrian path from the eastbound structure at the
western end of the Oakland Touchdown area. Caltrans will work with the EBRPD to
integrate the bicycle path connection into the park master plan.

Comment 4
As stated in Section 4.3.4 - Mitigation Measures, Caltrans would design a planting
master plan and implement that master plan to replace vegetation removed as a result
of the East Span Project. Also stated in Section 4.3.4, Caltrans will coordinate this

                  planting plan with mitigation for the 1-880/Cypress Freeway Replacement Project, which
was previously agreed upon. Specific landscape improvements to be provided would
be determined in coordination with local agencies and other interested parties.  Park
planning is still in the conceptual stage, but will be factored into the planting master
plan.

Comment 5
The comment that the replacement alternatives would not negatively impact existing
access is noted. The proposal to provide direct freeway access ramps eastbound and
westbound to the potential Gateway Park has been discussed at a series of planning
meetings for the park. Caltrans has presented concept drawings of potential direct
access options from 1-80 to the potential Gateway Park at these meetings. However,
these ramps are not a component of the East Span Project and cannot be designed,
funded, or constructed as part of the seismic safety project.

Caltrans investigated the possibility of a direct, at-grade entrance to the park from the
eastbound lanes. Caltrans prepared preliminary plans attempting to provide direct
access. The results indicated that a ramp which meets current safety and design
standards from a freeway (which 1-80 is at this location) would require either taking a
part of the park for the ramp(s) or placing additional fill in the Bay, depending on where
the ramps are located.

Access to the park from the westbound lanes was also investigated. Extensive Bay fill

                  would
be required to provide a standard exit ramp to the park. The northern
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alternatives would occupy all land on the northwest portion of the Oakland
Touchdown              area, thereby requiring fill in the Bay. Accordingly, Caltrans is not pursuing it further.

The existing turnout and the maintenance road on the north side of the bridge would be
eliminated by the northern replacement alternatives. These roadways would no longer
be needed to provide access for Caltrans maintenance personnel. The existing
Caltrans maintenance road on the Oakland Touchdown would be relocated as part of
construction of a northern alternative. Please see Figures 2-10.4a and 2-10.5a in
Appendix A for the new location. Maintenance access on the south side of the bridge
would be on a new maintenance road between the new eastbound and westbound
lanes.  The road would connect with the park access road on the south side of the new
eastbound lanes. The proposed alignment of the Caltrans maintenance road under
Replacement Alternative S-4 would be south of the new bridge structure and is shown
on Figures 2-11.4 and 2-11.5.

Since the park would not be constructed until some time after bridge construction and
dismantling are complete, signage to the park would not be part of the East Span
Project. Since there would be no direct access to the park from the freeway, all access
to the park would be on city streets.

Comment 6
Existing hazardous waste sites impacted by the East Span Project or that have the
potential to impact the project would be addressed in project specifications.  The part
of the Oakland Army Base property which has been requested by the EBRPD through
the BRAC process would not be within the footprint of the northern replacement                       
alternatives.  Part of Replacement Alternative S-4 would be within the footprint of the
future park designated by OBRA. If Replacement Alternative S-4 causes ground
disturbance within the park footprint, a site investigation would be conducted and
EBRPD provided a copy of the report.  For any build alternative, part of the property
requested by EBRPD may potentially be used as construction staging, laydown, or
worker parking. These activities do not cause ground disturbance and would not
require a site investigation.

Comment 7
Section 4.8 - Water Quality has been revised to include more details about the
inherent water quality benefits of a replacement bridge and a summary of best
management practices (BMPs) that were evaluated as part of a feasibility study.

The proposed replacement alternatives would not be expected to increase pollutant
concentration levels. The existing pollution mass is based on total vehicle hours on the
structure.  For the total mass of pollution to change, either the total usage hours must
increase or the pollutant generation rate must increase. Given that the improvements
in operations on a replacement bridge should decrease the generation rate due to
reduction in stop-and-go traffic, the actual mass of pollutants should decrease.
Increased interception of rainfall on a wider structure would not increase the mass of
pollutants. In other words, the bridge runoff quantity is not linked to pollutant mass.
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The bridge deck drainage area and total runoff volume compared to the overall existing
watershed area is on the order of magnitude of  1  to 106 Based on this relatively small
runoff volume, the pollutant loads would be negligible when compared to the overall
pollutant loadings to the Bay from the entire watershed and would not have a net
impact on the overall water quality of the Bay.

Design of the bridge would prevent storm water runoff from causing erosion and
flooding in the Oakland Touchdown area.

In December 2000, Caltrans prepared a Treatment BMP Feasibility Study for the East
Span Project. The report, which was submitted to the RWQCB, evaluated several
BMPs for addressing potential pollutants generated by storm water runoff within the
project limits. The evaluation looked at various techniques such as constructed
wetlands, detention basins, infiltration basins, infiltration trenches, and sweeping.  Most
of the techniques were found to be infeasible when right-of-way requirements,
constructibility, maintenance, safety, and cost-effectiveness were considered.

Comment 8
A permanent interpretive center that would require staffing, security, maintenance, and
other operating expenses was not included as a mitigation measure because such a
facility is not likely to attract sufficient patronage to justify the operating cost and,
therefore, would not be a prudent use of public funds. In addition, the Caltrans
functions currently housed in the Key Pier Substation would not be relocated as part of  this project; the building would continue to be used by Caltrans as part of its bridge
maintenance facilities. If Caltrans determines that the building and the land on which it
is located are no longer needed for transportation purposes, a reversionary clause
would be automatically invoked and the land and the building would revert to the Port
of Oakland.

Comment 9
The referenced statement has been deleted in the FEIS. Any refugia areas that could
be included in the Gateway Park would be the responsibility of EBRPD and would be
developed through the park planning process.

The FEIS has revised information on shorebird habitat in the Natural Resource sections
(Sections 4.9 and 4.14.8). The northern alternatives would permanently impact
shorebird feeding habitat. Sand flats along the northern portion of the Oakland
Touchdown area provide foraging and roosting areas. Approximately 1.36 hectares
(3.36 acres) of these sand flats would be permanently impacted by the northern
alternatives. However, the reduction in feeding habitat is not anticipated to adversely
impact shorebirds due to the relatively small area affected by the project. The northern
alternatives would also temporarily impact 0.69 hectare (1.70 acre) of sand flats during
construction of the westbound roadway and placement of a geotube for dewatering.
Replacement Alternative S-4 would permanently impact approximately 0.21 hectare
(0.51 acre) of uplands. The upland areas occur on the south side of the Oakland
Touchdown area and are known to provide shorebird winter and high-tide roosting

                  habitat.
All replacement alternatives would temporarily impact this upland area during
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construction and would result in the displacement of roosting habitat.
Proposed                      mitigation for the loss of shorebird roosting habitat includes restoration of portions of

the sand flats impacted by the placement of a geotube and off-site creation of a tidal
marsh ecosystem, including enhancement or creation of upland shorebird refugia.  See
Section 4.9.6 - Natural Resources, Mitigation and Section 4.14.8 - Temporary
Impacts During Construction Activities for more on mitigation.

Comment  10
Mitigation concepts recommended by the EBRPD have been considered in the
development of the mitigation measures presented in Section 4.9 - Natural Resources
and the Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites in Appendix N. Off-site
mitigation for eelgrass and sand flats would occur at an appropriate site. Several sites
were withdrawn from consideration for off-site mitigation. Caltrans coordinated with
EBRPD regarding the potential mitigation sites at Eastshore State Park and no
appropriate and mutually acceptable sites were found.  Many of the sites were too
small to provide a sufficient amount of mitigation to offset project impacts to special
aquatic sites. EBRPD is currently developing a long-range plan for the park and
cannot make commitments for habitat creation or enhancement on these lands until the
planning process is complete. The Martinez marsh, although appropriate as off-site
mitigation for the Carquinez Bridge Project, was determined by the EPA and ACOE as
being located too far from the East Span Project to be considered for off-site mitigation.
Another site considered and rejected was Radio Point located on the north side of the
Oakland Touchdown.  The site is owned by the Port of Oakland, which may use it for its
own mitigation needs.  See the Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites in
Appendix N for further information regarding the evaluation of potential mitigation sites.             
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PORTOFOAKLAND CHARLES W. FOSTER
Execu#ve Oiroctor

VIA FAX
510-286-6374

November 23, 1998

California Department of Transportation
District 4
111 Grand Av.
PO Box 23660
Oakland, California 94623-0660

Attn:    Ms. Mara Melandry

Re: SAN FRANCISCO - OAKLAND BAY BRIDGE
EAST SPAN SEISMIC SAFETY PROJECT;
Draft  Environmental  Impact Statement / Statutory  Exemption

Dear Ms. Melandry;

Thank you for soliciting comments from the Port of Oakland regarding the potential reconstruction
of the east span of the Bay Bridge. Rebuilding the bridge is a significant public works project
which will havemajor implications for Oakland and the entire region.  We are pleased to see that
Caltrans and the other sponsoring agencies are encouraging broad padicipation in your
consideration of the project

Since May 1997. the Port of Oakland has been on record in support of the extensive research,                                1
findings and conclusions that were presented by the Engineering & Design Advisory Panel
(EDAP), MTC, and Caltrans. That remains the case. Generally, the body of technical analyses
that has been done to ascertain the impacts of various bridge alternatives appears to be
comprehensive and thorough. However, there are a handful of issues which merit comment from
the Port, and which suggest that additional analyses be done before committing to a preferred
alternative. These are discussed in detail, as follows.

0    ™E NEW BRIDGE SHOULD NOT ADVERSELY IMPACT THE PORT'S CURRENT AND
FUTURE OPERATIONS, OR LONG-RANGE EXPANSION PLANS.

As you know, the Port has been most interested in the discussion about alternative alignments
that affect this point. The various alignments presented in the DEIS have the most direct potential                     2
impact on the Port.  The Port of Oakland's position on preferred alignments has been consistent
We have come to believe, and still believe today, that recommendations to rebu#d the bridge have
minor impacts on the  Port, as long as the bridge is built on oithor of the eo-called 'Northern
Alignments',  or at least north  of the existing alignment.

530 Water Street    s    Jack London's Waterlront    .    P.O. Box 2064    . Oakland, California 94604-2064
Telephone (510) 272-1100     .      Fax (510) 272-1172    .     TDD (510) 763-5703 . Cable address, PORTOFOAK, Oakland
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Caltrans, District 4
SFOBB Draft EIS/Statutory Exemption
November 23,1998

With the impending closure of the Oakland Army Base, the Port has plans for marine terminal

development on the south shore of the Oakland bridge approach, immediately adjacent to the
current bridge alignment, from the bridge touchdown point to Maritime Street.  To its credit, the
DEIS recognizes that. It notes that plans for marine terminal development at this site are based
on the long-standing recommendations presented in the San Francisco Bav Area Regionai

Seaport P/an. The Regional Seaport Plan, as approved by MTC and BCDC, identifies those sites
within San Francisco Bay that should be reserved for future port expansion, including an
approximate 100-acre site immediately south of the Oakland bridge approach. The range of
'Southern Alignment' alternatives appears to preclude a portion of this proposed terminal,  to the
disadvantage of both the Port of Oakland and the future economic well being of the region.

  Nothing presented in the DEIS changes this situation. Consequently. the Port continues to prefer               2
the Northern Alignments. Cont.
Recently however, the City of San Francisco and the US Navy have presented a new alternative

alignment that is a variation of the range of 'Southern Alignment' alternatives. The implications of
this alternative on the Port are potentially significant.

We believe that the San Francisco proposal has less potential adverse impact on the Port than
the alternative southern alignments presented in the DEIS.  /f a southern alignment is to be
chosen as the preferred alternative, we believe that the San Francisco proposal is potentially a
more reasoned alternative that has significant merit; more than the others that were evaluated.
The San Francisco proposal should be subjected to the same rigorous analysis as were the
others, so as to more fully test its impacts and viability.

0   THE BRIDGE'S TRAFFIC CAPACITY SHOULD BE MAINTAINED, IF NOT EXPANDED.

Specifically. the ability of truck traffic to directly access the Port's terminal complex should not be

compromised, either by diminishing lane capacity on the bridge itself, or by creating conflicts
between truck traffic and other modes that would be using the Oakland approach.   It does not                          3
appear that DEIS provides adequate discussion of the impacts of these activities on Port-oriented
truck and rail service.

Bicycle/pedestrian trails require connections from the bridge to regional networks in the East Bay.
Safety requires that such access be sufficiently separated from truck traffic, both on the bridge
and in the eastern approaches.  The Port Is very concerned about connecting trail segments
throug h active port facilities, or along roadways that are dominated by Port-oriented truck traffic                          4

(e.g. Maritime Street).  The EIS must adequately address the potential for such conflict, and
Caltrans should indicate how the project will avoid and mitigate the impacts.

Additionally, potential rail service over the bridge to San Francisco that has been suggested
should be analyzed in terms of the capacity of East Bay rail corridors to accommodate added                        5
passenger rail service without compromising freight rail service to and from the Port

2
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Caltrans. District 4
SFOBB Draft EIS/Statutory Exemption
November 23. 1998

0 ADEQUATE CONSIDERATION SHOULD BE GIVEN TO MAKING SURE THE NEW
BRIDGE ENHANCES THE ENTRANCE TO OAKLAND.

To date, recommendations for the design of the bridge and the Oakland touch-down area have
dominated public discussion. Admittedly, this is an area where subjective points of view are
difficult to reconcile. However, it is clear from the current debate that there is an inordinate
amount of discomfort in Oakland with the proposed project design. Caltrans must better address
the concerns raised by many interested citizens who believe that the proposed project does not                       6
sufficiently promote Die gateway to Oakland.

We believe it is appropriate for Caltrans to conduct follow-up design efforts to address this issue.
The EIS should suggest a process to organize and promote additional design forums that
incorporate public input and present critiques of the current proposals, with an expressed purpose
of  Identifying what should be done to address Oakland's concerns about the gateway image.

Thank you again for the opportunity to participate in your deliberations. Port staff will be available
at your future meetings to provide additional information about our plans at your convenience.

ncerely..Z:.6 --
ades W. Fog

Exec rector

cc: Mayor Elihu Harris Mayor-elect Jerry Brown Mayor Willie Brown
Supervisor Mary King ---0 Sec. William Cassidy, USN Bill Hein, MTC
Robert Bobb, City Manager Den18 Multlgan, Caltrans Paul Nahm, OBRA

Terry Roberts, Public Works Agency
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Port of Oakland Letter dated 11/23/1998                                                                           <

Comment 1
Comment noted.

Comment 2
The preference for a northern alternative is noted. Replacement Alternative N-6 has
been identified as the Preferred Alternative. A southern alternative similar to the one
developed by the CCSF was evaluated in the DEIS. The alignment was withdrawn from
further consideration (please see Section 2.7.5 - Alternative S-1). Reference to and
discussion of the CCSF Modified S-1 Alternative have been added to this section.

In January 2001, BCDC amended the San Francisco  Bay  Plan and Seaport  Plan  by
deleting the "Port Priority Use' area designation from the Bay Bridge Site, Pier 7, and
Bay Bridge Terminal. Removing the "Port Priority Use' designation from these areas will
permit implementation of OBRA's plan for light industrial/research and development
uses with supporting retail and business services. The amendments also eliminated
the inconsistency between the "Port Priority Use" designation and OBRA's designation
of some of its land as a future park. Replacement Alternative S-4 would conflict with
the proposed public park, but would not conflict with OBRA's other redevelopment
concepts.

Comment 3
The bridge's capacity would not be reduced and, therefore, would not have any impact            
on modes of transportation used by the Port. The addition of inside and outside
shoulders for both directions of travel would enhance truck safety on the bridge.

Comment 4
The implementation of the Bay Trail extension to the west end of the Oakland
Touchdown area is a condition of BCDC Permit 11-93 for the 1-880/Cypress Freeway
Replacement Project and would be implemented pursuant to the conditions of that
permit unless amendments allow otherwise. The design of the bicycle/pedestrian path
on the East Span Project replacement alternatives would accommodate a connection to
the Bay Trail extension.  For the most part, this connection would move non-motorized
traffic off Burma Road, separating it from motorized traffic.  Only a small portion of the
bicycle path would be on Burma Road. As mentioned in response to Comment 2,
BCDC amended the San Francisco Bay Plan and Seaport Plan to delete the areas
around Burma Road from the "Port Priority Use" designation, allowing the City of
Oakland to implement a development plan for non-maritime land uses.  As a result, it is
likely that port trucks will not be using Burma Road. This would eliminate potential
conflicts between bicyclists and port trucks.

Comment 5
In parallel with the current design process for the new East Span, and in response to
requests for a study of passenger rail options in the Bay Bridge corridor, the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) is currently studying transit service
options in the Transbay Corridor, especially the possibility of rail. Studies already                    
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                 completed by
MTC include a long-term capital and operating cost analysis for various

transit options for the Transbay Transit Terminal and a feasibility analysis of rail on the
SFOBB. A study examining the possibility of non-SFOBB transbay rail crossings will be
completed  by fall  2002. (See Section  2.5 - Accommodation of Multi-Modal Strategies
for a summary of MTC's efforts.) The East Span replacement alternatives would not
preclude light-rail transit (LRT) should these studies find rail feasible and decision-
makers choose to fund and construct a LRT system as a separate future project on the
SFOBB East Span. However, implementation of a LRT system would require that one
travel lane and one shoulder in each direction be converted for rail use.

Comment 6
MTC, through the Bay Bridge Design Task Force and its EDAP, has led an intensive
public process concerning design of the replacement structure. A summary of this
process is presented in Appendix E- Consultation and Coordination. Caltrans has
met with representatives of the City of Oakland to address issues of bridge design and
gateway image. A summary of this consultation also appears in Appendix E.

Continuing refinements to railings and lighting concepts would address to some extent
concerns for architectural detail and design.

Continuing public involvement in the design of an East Bay gateway at the Oakland
Touchdown would be provided as part of future park planning efforts. A competition to
develop a design for the Gateway Park may be sponsored by the EBRPD, which is the
lead agency. Caltrans is no longer hosting the park planning process. The master

  planning process would include a public involvement component to ensure active
participation by Oakland residents, businesses, and the Port of Oakland.
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Crry OF EMERYVILLE   MAYOR KEN BUKOWSKI
5880 Dele Street  0  Bnery* Ca:Axnta 9*08

Phone-  (510) 547-2101  0 F=- (510) 547-2318 0 Pager- (510) 4484444 0 e nak <bul= @bes4=,>

fax Monday, Oaober 26, 1998

MEMORANDUM
1 1

To- Harry Yahata, District 4 Director

Re·- Comments- Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the East Span Seismic Safety Project

Dear Mr. Yahata:

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement is inadequate. The Seismic Safety Project for the San Francisco-
Oakland Bay Bridge rSeismic Prolect') is one Project. The document is flawed as it only provides analysis
for the East Span. The Bay Bridge consists of three separate elements which are unalterably linked as one
Project. The East Span, West Span. and Transbay Terminal are all inclusive of the Seismic Project.    1
Accordingly, the EIS Is deficient as it fails to p,ovide an analysis of all three components of Seismic Project,
as a whole. and instead chops a larger project into component parts. CalTrans has been inconsistent in its
treatment of the Project's definition.

In response to a lawsuit filed by AC Transit and East Bay Cities, seeking to require CEQA compliance for  I  2
Ihe removal 01 the East Access Ramp to the Transbay Terminal, CarTrans jusli es the exemption by claiming    
the Transbay·Terminal is an integral part of the Bay Bridge.

RAIL SERVICE ™E BAY BRIDGE. The Seismic Project for the replacement East Span must analyze the

                                   impacts

to potential rail service. If we look at the entire Seismic Project, we find that the seismic work to be
performed on the Transbay Tern nal 8 In direct conflict with the seismic work on the proposed East Span.
Indeed, the statement that the East Span Project does not preclude a future rail syslern may be false and
midleading, if it does not contain any analysis of the work being performed on the Transbay Terminal. The      3
planned removal of the East Access Ramp to the Transbay Terminal will have a substantial Impact on the
potential for rail service, as well as the existing Transbay Bus Service, across the Bridge. Again, the EIS is
deficient as it must provide the public with the impact of the Seismic Safety Prolect as a whole.

ANALYSIS OF MULTI-MODAL STRATEGIES  The fact that funding has not been identified for a specific
project should not preclude an objective analysis of alternatives. The purpose for an analysis of the
environmental impacts, and the consideration of project alternatives, is not based on funding. The
determination of whether funding for an alternative project tan be provided, can only follow identifying the
alternative. and the associated impacts that may result from its implementation. Indeed. if alternatives are
not studied, as required. decision rnakers have less knowledge. and only limited ability to mitigate the   4
adverse impacls the Seismic ProiecL It is widely known that multi-modal mass transit facilities make a
sizeable reduction of adverse environmental impacts resulting from traffic congestion. As an EPA designated
non attainment" area. this is especially significant. The lack of identified funding is not ample justiAcation

lo omit those analysis from the EIS. The document is grossly Inadequate and Incomplete for the many
reasons stated above. Accordingly, the EIS should not certified by the appropriate authoriGes.

Sincerely. Ken Bukowski, Mayor

Siday   1025·08 1 2:Slim Fil*- 0181
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City of Emeryville  (Mayor  Ken Bukowski) Letter dated 10/26/1998

Comment 1
The East Span Project is one of a number of actions being taken to ensure provision of
a lifeline bridge connection between the cities of Oakland and San Francisco (please
see Section 1.3.5 - Other SFOBB Seismic Safety Projects).  The East Span Project has
independent utility (i.e., it would be usable and would  be a reasonable expenditure of
funds even if no additional transportation improvements in the area are made).  The
design would not preclude or limit design or implementation of other seismic retrofit
projects on the bridge. Further, by having separate independent projects whose goal
is to provide seismic safely brings implementation of that goal sooner to the citizens of
the Bay Area.  As such, the project has been evaluated independently in the EIS.

Consideration of combined impacts of the independent actions to provide a lifeline
bridge connection between the cities of Oakland and San Francisco is addressed in
Section 4.15 - Cumulative Impacts.

Comment 2
While the Transbay Transit Terminal is an integral part of the SFOBB from a historical
perspective, replacement or relocation of the terminal would not impact the East Span
Project.

Comment 3

                 The new East Span is being designed to accommodate passenger rail service by
strengthening certain supporting deck elements beneath the shoulders on the new
span. A light-rail transit (LRT) system could be placed on any one of the replacement
alternatives by converting one lane and one shoulder in each travel direction to LRT.
The constraint on initiating rail service across the Bay Bridge would not be the design
of the new East Span, but rather the financial and engineering challenges and
environmental and community impacts of accommodating such service on the existing
West Span, in downtown San Francisco, and in Oakland, and, conceivably, other East
Bay communities.

In parallel with the current design process for the new East Span, and in response to
requests for a study of passenger rail options in the Bay Bridge corridor, MTC is
currently studying transit service options in the Transbay Corridor, especially the
possibility of rail. Studies already completed by MTC include a long-term capital and
operating cost analysis for various transit options for the Transbay Transit Terminal and
a feasibility analysis of rail on the SFOBB. A study examining the possibility of non-
SFOBB transbay rail crossings will be completed by fall 2002 (see Section 2.5 -
Accommodation of Multi-Modal Strategies for a summary of MTC's efforts).  The East
Span replacement alternatives would not preclude LRT should these studies find rail
feasible and decision-makers choose to fund and construct a LRT system as a
separate future project on the Bay Bridge. However, implementation of a LRT system
would require that one lane and one shoulder in each travel direction be converted to
rail use.
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Comment 4
While it is true that an analysis of rail alternatives can be enducted without specific
funding identified, this type of an analysis is beyond th<[ega])scope of the East Span
Project. The project's Purpose and Need is very specific:TO«provide a seismically safe

9,

i     i 
vehicular lifeline connection. Caltrans' focus on seismic safety to the exclusion of
congestion relief, such as rail, was intentional, because Caltrans considers the need for
improved seismic safety in this corridor to be paramount. Because of the project's
size, it has led some members of the regional community to advocate for multiple
purposes that address congestion relief in addition to safety. However, expanding the
scope of the project to include congestion relief would have resulted in lengthy public
and agency debate about how best to implement a congestion relief solution, with the
result that the seismic safety component of the project would have been substantially
delayed. Caltrans anticipates beginning construction of this critical safety project in
late 2001. This would not have been possible if the scope of the project had included
congestion relief. As mentioned above in response to Comment 3, rail feasibility is
being evaluated by MTC.
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CITY OF OAKLAND  , 
CITY HALL• 14TH ANDWASHINGTON STREETS• OAKLAND, CALIFORNIA 94612

Landmarks Preservation
Advisory Board

November 23, 1998

Mara Malandry
CalTrans District 4
PO Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94623-0660

FAX: 510.286.6374

Dear Ms. Malandry:

The Oakland LPAB has been following the Bay Bridge project since July 1997 when you
first made a presentation to us on the proposed replacement for the East Span.  We have
conducted at least four discussions at our regular Board meetings on the subject
corresponded with CalTrans to convey suggestions you solicited. participated in

 
numerous SFOBB East Span Seismic Safety Coordination Workshops, and spoken three
times at the public hbarings before the Bay Bridge Design Task Force.

We recognize the enormous importance of reliable, safe passage across San Francisco      )Bay from Oakland to San Francisco.  We are seeking a design solutign that

maintains for  Oakland a significantiandmarkbridge, from shore to shore.

Our concerns about the DEIS generally reflect issues we have identified in the past,
although we had expected some ofthese concerns to be addressed and resolved in the
DEIS.  Enclosed are Landmarks Board letters dated January 14 and March 3, 1998 and
excerpts from SFOBB Workshop minutes to illustrate that several ofthese issues have
been expressed before.

1.   Loss of the Bav Brideze itself as the historic resource. While the DES pays
considerable attention to the four historic houses and three utilitarian structures on
Yerba Buena Island and to the modest 1925 Key System building at the Oakland
landfall, the document offers limited description and analysis ofthe San Francisco-
Oakland Bay Bridge. Its significance as a historic and architectural resource has been
officially confirmed: the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge has been determined                           1
eligible for the National Register ofHistorio Plam; it has been nominated to the
National Register ofHistoric Places (SHRC hearing re-scheduled from November 13,
1998); and, it is a designated National Historic Engineering Landmark.  Yet the
historical, technological and_architecturalsiEnifi ance.of the bridge is only nominally
ac w-iZ3263-Til Chapters 3 .4 and 6 of the DEIS, and the supplementaFFMIstoric
Structures Report. As a consequence, the impact of the loss of the East Span ofthe
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Bay Bridge as a historic technological and architectural resource is not evaluated; the          1
mitigations are not tied to the significance of the loss, nor to the considerable scale of 1 Cont.the loss.

2.   Loss of the East Soan as a regional monument. The monumental scale of the East
Span, its complete and unique familiarity to all East Bay residents, and its central role
in our transportation system, all appear to be overlooked in considering the impact of
removal and measures suited to mitigate the loss.  The list ofproposed mitigations
resembles a list for the demolition of a typical wood-frame or unreinforced masonry
building, rather than  for the demolition  of a four-mile long, 400-foot high, 240-foot
deep, steel structure that carries 270,000 vehicles a day.

<            As described on page 6-6, " At the time the SFOBB was first opened for traffic in                     2
V              1936...it was the greatest bridge in the world for its cost, length, quantities of steel

and concrete, weight, depth and number ofpiers, and the versatility of its
engineering." Ever since, the Bay Bridge East Span has figured directly and
repeatedly in the lives and collective memory ofEast Bay residents. The mitigations
for the loss ofthis shared historic reference point and unique engineering
achievement must be grand in vision, comprehensive in scope.

f          3. Loss of the East Span as a symbol ofOakland. Also overlooked is the long-
established role ofthe Bay Bridge East Span as part ofOakland's identity, and as the
official gateway to the greater East Bay. The removal  of a symbol so well known
calls for replacement with an equally meaningful symbol. Notwithstanding the
panoramicviewthetwo*mile causeway411Sfil s not fill the-6iD

The DEIS should state that while the new design for the East Span creates a singular,
memorable feature just east of Yerba Buena Island (in San Francisco County), there is
little on the remaining roadway to Oakland or at the Oakland landfall to- Mpirethe
driver. This is apparent in the video simulation and DEIS Figure 4-4.  The mitigation
must include design features for the new East Span and its setting that preserve the                3
Oakland portion ofthe bridge asasymboland-agateway.  Such_fgtures.could
include-

'3

-r-paired monuments that mark the east shore terminus day and night, and
establish a passage or threshold to Oakland and the East Bay;

•     generous and imaginative landscape design and water features at the Oakland

landfall;
• artistic above deck treatment ofthe causeway and its lighting, railings,

signage, color, materials, pedestrian amenities, et. al;
•      a distinctive elevation for the two-mile causeway which is seen region-wide

from north and south. Rather than the infamous "freeway on stilts,- the
elevations must convey the wonder and beauty of transportation over
water.

4. Loss ofthe Bav Bridge as a visual resource   As a successful work of engineering and
architecture, the East Span of the Bay Bridge provides pleasing visual features that                4
will be lost and not replaced with the removal of the truss and cantilever sections.

These include: reflectivity  of the silver super-structure.  the way the silver super-
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structure captures and reflects marine light; the forceful expression of structure; the
basic ability to see the structure, which is unique to the experience of driving across a
bridge; the elevation as seen from the north particularly at sunset; the elevation as                     4
seen from the south, particularly for boaters on the Oakland Estuary; the lightness and Cont.
spacing ofthe piers, etc. None ofthese particulars have been addressed. As above,
failure to identify significant characteristics results in omission of mitigations that
address the loss ofthese characteristics.

5. Federal Section 106 and Section 4(fl. When will the Federal Section 106 consultation
on historic resources be re-activated? As noted on page S-8, CalTrans has met with
and invited comment from the Landmarks Board. However, there has yet to be a
public meeting with the preservation community at large to identify suitable
mitigations for incorporation in the Federal Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement. 5
Once developed, those mitigations should become a part ofthe ES; ideally they
would have been identified prior to the release ofthe DEIS.

We hereby request that the City ofOakland be included in the Section 106 process as
a Consulting Party, and that the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board be formally
identified as an Interested Party. Section 6.6.3 should be amended to that effect.                           6
Landmarks Board Chair George Lythcott and Board member Carolyn Douthat will
represent the Board in the Section 106 consultation.

Requirements ofFederal Section 4(f) taken up in Chapter 6 should be
referenced in                  7Chapters 3  and 4  in the discussion of historic and visual resources. In addition,  we  take exception to the language in Section 6.6.1, under Retr€Bt andReplacement

A/ternatives, which reads: "   ...all the East Span Project alternatives except the No-                         8
Build Alternative will use the SFOBB, which is eligible for the National Register of
Historic Places..." [emphasis added]. The word "use" implies re-use ofthe bridge;
the accurate word is "demolish."

The Landmarks Board requests participation in any future Section 4(f) evaluation.

6.   Use the HAER now. The Historic Properties Survey Report (HPSR) should help to
shape suitable mitigation measures, but the brief section about the Bay Bridge was
drafted in 1985, and has not been updated. The Historic American Engineering
Record (HAER) documentation is identified as a mitigation; however, we understand
it is almost complete; its research should serve us right now in the impact evaluation,
not be a substitute for the bridge itself once the bridge is removed.   The
documentation and analysis in the HAER should be included in the DEIS/HPSR.

9           %*For example, the archival photographs-taken from helicopter, deck, boat, and pi                                           , 25
could inspire bridge designers as they detail the new East Span.  Or, if the HAER
research demonstrates that the historic East Span can be dismantled in a manner that A '',AY
wouldsstmi:ze=uaefdisc-r;211egnoents.fbrglhanhgdges, then locations for such re-
use could be vigorously pursued.  One such suggestion was a new connection
between Yerba Buena Island and Treasure Island. Another is to replace bridges »-1 4     e  Ick
recently destroyed by hurricane in Honduras.
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The DEIS should state what will become ofthe dismantled historic bridge.  Will it be
shipped overseas and melted down? The Landmarks Board would prefer to see thebridge, or portions of it, re-used for other bridges. 110

7.   Mitigations. Many ofthe Board's suggested mitigations (see letters) have not beenincorporated in the DEIS. Ifthey have been deemed unacceptable for some reason,
the reasons should be stated.  The 1998 letter from Hai y Yahata states that CalTrans
would consider the Board's suggestions.

For example, the reference to a museum exhibit in the DEIS (pages 4-86 and 6-13)
should be amended to read "a permanent museum-quality exhibit, periodically
renewed" not a one-time only exhibit as we believe is the unstated intention here.
Further, the Board suggested establishing the exhibit in a centrally located building                  1 1
dating from the same period as the Bay Bridge. The re-use of the small Key System
Building at the Oakland landfall for interpretive purposes is fine, but would not
accommodate the scope and depth of the exhibit envisioned for "Bridging the Bay."

Another example is the suggestion ofa large-scale public artwork commemorating
the bridge. The Landmarks Board specifically recommended a large-scale
representational painting in the tradition ofthe great California landscape and
maritime painters, as can be seen at the Oakland Museum.

Most important, the mitigations in the DEIS relate only to removal and replacement                                               
ofthe Bay Bridge. There is no discussion ofthe design ofthe new bridge, such as the
incorporation of characteristics ofthe old bridge in the new design It seems that
mitigations suggested by the Board related to design ofthe new bridge have been
excluded; by the time the EIS is complete or the MOA is drafted the new bridge will
have been designed.

As we have stated in meetings before, and alluded to in # 3 above, such features could 12
include: a distinctive elevation for the causeway as seen from great distances, north
and south; reflective materials and vertical elements that capture marine light, dawn
and sunset; expressed structure; architectural rhythm; dramatic lighting; public art,
etc. Even these features, however,  do not entirely compensate for the choice of a
causeway.

We maintain that the design of the Oakland causeway of the new East Span, and the
design ofa gateway at its Oakland terminus, are direct and appropriate mitigations for
the loss ofthe historic resource.

8. Adeauacy ofthe Retrofit Analvsis

The illustration on Page A-10 ofthe retrofit design seems to be a conceptual diagram
of the engineering solution, rather than a refined architectural treatment that strives to
complement the appearance of this historic bridge and national landmark.  It is
standard professional practice when retrofitting designated or important structures to 13
explore design solutions which protect the integrity of the historic resource while
making needed improvements for safety, stability, access or energy conservation. For
a National Register-eligible property such as the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge,
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the retrofit design must comply with the Secretary ofthe Interior's Standards for 13
Rehabilitating Historic Buildings.  Thus the design selected to represem retrofit
alternative should comply with the Secretary's Standards as well.   We do not think Cont.
that Figure 2-6 would comply.

As the appearance of the East Span, whether new or retrofitted, is ofconsummate
concern, the design of an esthetically satisfying retrofit solution should have been
pursued as an essential part ofthis alternative.  For example, are there other structural
methods to strengthen the piers that would preserve their transparency, rather than
encasing the piers in concrete? The willingness to explore new technology for the 14
YBI signature span is not evident in the approach to the retrofit.  Failing to illustrate
the retrofit in its most refined guise not only prejudices the reader against retrofit, but
precludes realistic consideration ofthe retrofit alternative, as we simply do not know
ifa visually compatible solution can be achieved.

9. Some Miscellaneous Suggestions

•    As part ofthe recordation mitigation, compile a bibliography ofthe Bay Bridge in              1 5
film.

•     The transition from side-by-side roadway to top and bottom at Yerba Buena Island is            1 6
not yet resolved architecturally.

•     In the discussion of regional context include the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge.  17•     Thank you for the opportunity to comment.  We look forward to working with you to
draft the Section 106 MOA, and continuing as active participants in thc design

process.
•    As part of the Oakland landfall design, consider small-boat berthing  18

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.   We look forward to continuing to work with
you on the East Span design, and to developing the Section 106 MOk

Sincerel

L   -
Geo 06 Lythcd< Chair

Attachments: LPAB letters dated January 14 and March 31, 1998
SFOBB Workshop Minutes

CC;

Elihd Harris Mayor of Oakland
Terry Roberts, Director of Public Works
Diane Tannenwald, City of Oakland Bay Bridge Coordinator
Marina Carison„ Office of the Mayor
Leslie Gould, Acting Director of City Planning
Oakland Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board members
Oakland Heritage Alliance
California Preservation Foundation
San Francisco Landmah Preservation Advisory Board
State OfIice of Historic Preservation

BayBrDEIS. 2
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City of Oakland Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board Letter dated              
11/23/1998

Comment 1
Additional information about the SFOBB, including its historical, technological, and
architectural significance, can be found in Section 6.3.1 -The San Francisco-Oakland
Bay Bridge. Please see response to Comments 2 and 7 below regarding mitigation.

Comment 2
The measures adopted to mitigate the loss of the SFOBB East Span are intended to
document the bridge and its construction and explain to the interested public the
historical and engineering significance of the bridge. The mitigation measll[22.are
substantially more than would typically be done for thelossof a small building, with the
exception i-ar-5-5malitutding-cowld-besaved-by-moviTEFit-to a-Ti6W location. The
mitigation measures are also substantially more than what is typically done for highway
and bridge replacement projects, in recognition of the national significance of the
SFOBB.  The two agencies responsible for ensuring compliance with the National
Historic Preservation Act, the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), and the
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), have accepted the mitigation
measures as appropriate and sufficient.

.Comment 3
F  The overall aesthetic approach for the East Span Project is a response to both the
2 visual appearance of the surrounding Bay Area and the underlying geological                         
\ ,conditions of its site. The replacement design incorporates clean contemporary forms,

which celebrate the bridge's innovative engineering technology, and provides unity
with the architectural setting of the nearby suspension bridges, Yerba Buena Island,
and the surrounding East Bay hills. The design of all elements of the bridge, including
the main tower, the piers, the bicycle/pedestrian path, and the lighting design, are
united by this common purpose to create a new landmark in the Bay Area.

The reuse plan of the Oakland Army Base Reuse Authority has designated a 5.9-
hectare (14.7-acre) parcel on the Oakland Touchdown area as a future public park.
The park would, in part, serve as a distinct, visually enhanced gateway entrance to
Oakland and the East Bay.

Comment 4
The DEIS considers the existing East Span as a substantial visual resource within the
Bay Area. In Section 3.3.1 - Existing Visual Character and Context, the DEIS states
that "[t]he SFOBB East Span is a highly visible structure that can be seen from cities on
the west side of the Bay (San Francisco, Sausalito) as well as from cities in the East
Bay (including Alameda, Oakland, Berkeley, Emeryville, Albany, El Cerrito, and
Richmond). For eastbound motorists, the East Span is the gateway into Oakland and
the East Bay." The East Span's truss and cantilever design provides a unique visual
image. This image, over time, has become a symbol of the SFOBB and the Bay Area
for many people.
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A Visual Impact Assessment technical study was prepared for the East Span Project.
The-081SlFEIS-visom-8iEEGEEions are based on this technical study, which is
referenced in the documents, was available for public review, and has been posted on
the internet at the Caltrans District 4 website. The Visual Impact Assessment evaluated
the visual impacts of the various bridge alternatives from 17 viewpoints (20 viewpoints
are now analyzed in the FEIS) around the Bay and from the East Span itself.  In
accordance with FHWA guidelines for preparing visual assessments for highway
projects, the analysis in the Visual Impact Assessment utilizes criteria such as                                 f
vividness, intactness, unity, and visual dominance to evaluate both design variations
considered for the replacement alternatives (skyway and main span), and the Retrofit
Existing Structure Alternative in comparison to the existing East Span. These analysis
criteria take into consideration many of the factors noted in the comment, such as
reflectivity (vividness), forceful expression (visual dominance), ability to see the
structure (vividness and visual dominance), and lightness and spacing of columns
(intactness and unity). In addition, the Visual Impact Assessment evaluated the issue
of viewing the East Span from different angles and elevations and included viewpoints
from boats on the Bay, from the East Bay hills, from the south, and even at night.

Based on the analysis criteria, the Visual Impact Assessment concludes that the
skyway design variation would create negative visual impacts for such reasons as a
loss of reflectivity and a loss of a forceful structural expression.  The main span design
would create positive visual impacts, independent of alignment, when compared to the
existing East Span. The positive impacts are associated with the increased vividness
(and visibility) of the span, especially from greater distances, and increased unity with

1                  the form of the West Span.

Comment 5
Consultation with the SHPO, ACHP, and interested parties has been ongoing since
publication of the DEIS. Meetings with historic preservation groups and others to
discuss the project and mitigation measures were held on December 10, 1998 and
February 2, 1999 (see Appendix E for more details). An Addendum Finding of Adverse
Effect report and Consideration of Proposed Mitigation Measures, which included the
proposed Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), were sent to the SHPO, ACHP, the
Navy, the Coast Guard, local governments, Bay Area historic preservation groups, and
other interested parties in October  1999.   The  MOA was revised based  on
consideration of comments received. The executed MOA, which concludes
consultation with the SHPO and ACHP under Section 106, stipulates the measures to
mitigate effects on historic properties.  The MOA is included in Appendix 0.

Comment 6
Representatives of the City of Oakland, including the Mayor's Office, the Department of
Public Works, and the Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board have participated in
consultation as part of the Section 106 process. The City's comments contributed to
the preparation of the MOA.  The City of Oakland was also invited to sign the MOA as a
concurring party. See Appendix G for correspondence about the MOA.
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Comment 7
In order to assist readers in finding information about historic resources, additional
cross-references have been placed in the relevant sections of Chapters 3,4, and 6.

Comment 8
All build alternatives would "use» the SFOBB. Chapter 6 is the Section 4(f) evaluation
The term "use" is employed in Chapter 6 as it is defined in Section 4(f) of the
Department of Transportation Act of 1966. The SFOBB is a historic resource protected
by Section 4(f) of that Act. A general definition of use of a resource protected by
Section 4(f) may be found in this evaluation in Section 6.1 - Introduction.  Use of the
SFOBB by the project's build alternatives is specifically addressed in Section 6.4.1 -
East Span of the SFOBB and Its Contributing Components. Demolition of a resource
protected by Section 4(f) is an action that would constitute a use of that resource under
Section 4(f).

The Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board has participated in subsequent Section
4(f) evaluation activities.  In June 1999, it was provided a copy of the Supplemental
Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation for comment. Comment letters on the Supplemental
Section 4(f) Evaluation are in Section 2 of this volume.

-Comment 9
The Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) documentation of the SFOBB
includes nearly 300 contemporary photographs, reproductions of historic photographs

4*Al/Y
'22-A,60

and drawings, and a lengthy narrative (200+ pages) which describes in detail the

history of the bridge's construction, use, and significance in both engineering and in                
the development of the San Francisco Bay Area. This documentation covers the entire
bridge, not just the eastern portion between Oakland and YBI. The document was

Lcompleted in December 1999,

Its primary value is in documenting portions of the bridge that would be lost and in
understanding the bridge's historic and engineering significance. This documentation
would be most useful in the detailed development and execution of some of the
mitigation measures, particularly the permanent interpretive exhibits proposed for YBI
and the Oakland Touchdown, and a museum exhibit. Copies of the HAER
documentation have been provided to the National Park Service, Bancroft Library at the
University of California at Berkeley, the Oakland and San Francisco public libraries, the
Foundation for San Francisco's Architectural Heritage, the Alameda County Historical
Society, and the Library of Congress. In addition, the Ubrag of Congress_is in the
process of digitizing its entire HAER collection, and the SFOBB documentation is
expected to be afilable on the internet as part of this collection within a few years.

As for reusing the existing East Span, the SFOBB is a riveted structure that could not
easily be dismantled and reassembled, and the shortest truss segments between
supports are 88 meters (288 feet) long, a size which cannot economically be taken
down and moved in one piece. In addition to the difficulty and cost of reusing portions
of the bridge, a marketing plan for reuse was not included as a mitigation measure

·           because of
the probable lack of demand for a ten-lane, double-d_eck structure, which is
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                  covered with
lead paint and would require seismic strengtheninito be reused in

seisrniEdlly actil zones. - 
-

Comment 10
Please see response to Comment 9 above. Caltrans would offer selected components
of the bridge to the East Bay Regional Park District or other owner of the proposed
Gateway Park for display or other use in the park. Caltrans would also provide
museums or other interested parties an opportunity to select components of the bridge
for curation, display or other appropriate use. Steel parts not selected for such
curation or similar use would likely be recycled. Parts of the bridge made of concrete,
the bridge deck, and other materials would not likely be of interest for curation or
recycling; such materials would be disposed of appropriately.

Comment 11
Caltrans considered the suggested mitigation measures in the Oakland Landmarks
Board's letters and the suggestions given at the December 10, 1998 and February 2,
1999 meetings.  Some of the suggestions were included in the MOA. Others were not
included because they were determined by Caltrans and FHWA to be of insufficient
public benefit relative to their cost or not sufficiently related to historic preservation
goals. Execution of the MOA by the SHPO and ACHP is evidence of their agreement
with the mitigation measures. Both agencies received copies of the report prepared by
Caltrans titled, "Consideration of Proposed Mitigation Measures." This report was
provided to the Oakland Landmarks Preservation Board and others. It evaluated
several mitigation measures and discussed why some are no longer under

  consideration.

Mitigation measures in regard to exhibits are presented in more detail in Stipulation Ill,
items B, C, and D of the MOA in Appendix 0. A temporary museum exhibit about the
big bridges of the San Francisco Bay Area, 'Bridging the Bay,' is planned as one of the
mitigation measures. This exhibit would provide residents of the Bay Area an
opportunity to learn about the engineering, transportation, and social significance of
these bridges and the role they have played in the development of the Bay Area.
Caltrans would also seek permanent locations for the materials in this exhibit, in
consultation with Bay Area historical societies, local governments, and other interested
parties willing to assume responsibility for the curation and display of these materials.
These parties may choose to periodically renew the exhibit. A permanent interpretive
center solely devoted to this subject was not included as a mitigation measure because
it is not likely to attract sufficient patronage over the long term to justify its ongoing cost
of operation and would, therefore, not be a prudent use of public funds. The public
would benefit, however, from the permanent installation of exhibition materials at other
Bay Area locations, if a venue is interested in having such materials.

The Board's suggestion for a representational painting was considered to be more of
an enhancement than a mitigation related to historic preservation and to be of limited
public benefit. Caltrans has concluded that commissioning an artwork in a specific
style from a past era, particularly a style that was not in vogue at the time of the
bridge's construction and that is no longer used as a means of documentation, is not

                 appropriate.  As a result,
this suggestion was not included in the MOA.
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Comment 12
Please see response to Comment 3 above.

Comment 13
Although consistency with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation is
a goal of any retrofit project involving a historic property, meeting this goal is not a
requirement under the National Historic Preservation Act and is not always possible.
While rehabilitation of historic properties is preferable to replacement, the degree of
modification required to meet the seismic safety criterion of "no collapse" under the
Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative would result in major changes to the SFOBB East
Span and a substantial loss of the bridge's original design features and historic
character. Retrofit of the East Span should not be seen as rehabilitation due to the
extensive amount of modification and changes required.

Comment 14
Figure 2-6 in Appendix A is a photosimulation of the proposed Retrofit Existing
Structure Alternative. The design depicted represents preliminary engineering design
of the most feasible retrofit solution. The design took into account the historic nature of
the existing East Span and seismic design parameters to develop a retrofit solution.
The shaping of concrete footings and columns to mimic the steel towers is visible in
Figure 2-6. An option was considered to retrofit the existing East Span columns with
steel instead of encasing them in concrete. Based on factors of seismic response,
construction complexity, and lead-based paint removal, this option was withdrawn from
further consideration (see Section 2.7.9 - Design Variations Considered)

Given the project's need to substantially strengthen the existing footings and columns
by encasing them in concrete, it was not possible to propose a retrofit solution that
would avoid an adverse effect to the historic bridge.

Comment 15
Mitigation measures include preserving information that would otherwise be lost and
providing a high level of public benefit relative to cost. Compiling a bibliography of the
SFOBB in film could be done at any time in the future by a bridge/film enthusiast, since
the films would remain after the bridge itself is gone. This mitigation proposal was also
considered by Caltrans and FHWA to have a relatively low public benefit.  The
executed MOA stipulates that Caltrans would make available existing videos about the
Bay Bridge's design and construction to the public libraries of Oakland, San Francisco,
Emeryville, and Berkeley, as well as to the California Historical Society.

Comment  16
Design of the transition structure on YBI is challenging due to the alignment and
changes in grade elevation, soil conditions, width, depth, and support type, in addition
to architectural considerations.  One pair of columns has been eliminated, which
lessens view blockage associated with the columns (for views from YBI and TI) and
reduction in unity (for views toward YBI) caused by the number of columns necessary
for this complicated structural transition. In addition to the reduction of one set of
columns, the design of the outriggers is progressing as well. Modifications are being               
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                  considered to
add variation of shade and shadow to the outriggers to make them

appear as thin as possible and integrated into the rest of the design.

Comment  17
Because of their proximity, the bridges most important to the visual context of the East
Span are the West Span of the Bay Bridge and the Golden Gate Bridge. More distant
views of the East Span, particularly from high elevations, can include the Richmond-
San Rafael Bridge to the north. The Richmond-San Rafael Bridge is a steel truss
bridge, like the e             East Span. -from a distance, however. the Richmoncj:San
Rafa id echo e ines   f the Bay_Area's_suspension bridgesb
it dips in the middle. The exhibi s mentioned above in response to Comment 11 would
incluethe Richmond-San Rafael Bridge.

Comment 18
This suggestion will be forwarded to the East Bay Regional Park District for
consideration in master planning for the Gateway Park.
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CITY OF OAKLAND

1/&
1330 BROADWAY, 3RD FLOOR · O AKL A ND, C ALIFO RNI A 9461 2 sol 138-6386
Community and Economic Development Agency (510) 23&3941
Strategic Planning FAX (510) 2384538

TDD (510) 839-6451

November 20, 1998

Ms. Mara Melandry
Caltrans District 4
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Dear Ms. Melandry:

The City of Oakland (City) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement/Statutory Exemption (DEIS) prepared by Caltrans and
the Federal Highway Administration for the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span
Seismic Safety Project.

As summarized here and explained below in detail, the DES needs to be revised and
recirculated because it is fundamentally inadequate and condusory in that it deprives the
public of a meaningful opportunity to comment on the adequacy ofthe document.   In

addition, not all viable alternatives were reviewed in the DEIS. The document should be 1 O·KIL SeepdA
                                                                 revised to

include analysis ofthe southern alignment proposed by the City of San
Francisco. 7bis proposed alignment·3Epea  to be a viable alternative for both cities but

4 *Mit,Jneedatobe explored m detail.
--I

Furthermore, the Statutory Exemption relied upon by Caltrans to avoid the requirement of
A Ittereje

preparing an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) under the California Environmental

Quality Act (CEQA) is not applicable to this project. Therefore, the document must be
revised and recirculated as a joint EMEIS.  At a minimug if Caltrans refusest°                                            2
acknowledge the applicability of CEQA to this project, it must nevertheless agree to
consider project alternatives and adopt all feasible mitigation measures which reduce
significant impacts to less than significant levels. The City's detailed comments follow.

COMPLIANCE WITH THE CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL OUALITY ACT

Caltrans must prepare an EIR for this project rather than improperly relying upon a
Statutory Exemption from CEQA. In order to avoid CEQA and its requirement to
review, consider, and adopt all feasible project alternatives and mitigation measures,                                                    3

Caltrans has artificially and narrowly described the project so that it does not increase the

1
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capacity ofthe bridge. Caltrans is required to explore a reasonable range ofproject                            3
alternatives and has failed to do so by excluding a meaningful analysis of rail, HOV lanes, Cont.and other alternative commute options which would reduce congestion and air pollution.
Caltrans must specifically address project impacts related to California environmental
regulations and local environmental issues. In particular, a more detailed analysis of
cumulative impacts must be performed including increased traffic congestion and
associated air quality, changes in modes oftravel due to reduced dependency on                                 4
automobiles in the future and the expansion of alternative modes such as rail and bicycle.

Furthermore, use ofthe Statutory Exemption is not appropriate because Caltrans' separate
but related interim seismic retrofit work will mitigate or prevent future emergencies.
Therefore, the project would not qualify as an "emergency action", is not statutorily                               5
exempt from CEQA, and an EIR must be prepared.

OPERATIONAL IMPACTS/ISSUES

Traffic and Circulation:
•       In  order to address long range transportation needs, a transit study  of the SFOBB

corridor must be completed to determine the feasibility of incorporating rail into the                        6

ef
bridge design to accommodate future use.  The study must include passenger rail
options, type of systems, location ofthe system on the bridge, and cost feasibility.

•     The DES states that the removal of shoulders would impair traffic operations on the
bridge and throughout the corridor in the event of even minor incidents. Therefore, the
project must include the ability to accommodate alternative modes of transportation 7such as rail and high-occupancy vehicle lanes in the future to transit standards without
having to convert shoulders or mixed-flow traffic lanes.

•    The project must include direct access ramps from the bridge to accommodate planned
land uses in the Oakland Touchdown area including the proposed Gateway Park and
the future uses ofthe Oakland Army Base. 18

•     The DEIS asserts that peak hour traffic demands on the bridge approaches are
expected to increase but does not discuss what these increases

would be.  The DEIS                       9must include this information.
•     The DEIS suggests that a glare screen between the opposing lanes of traffic would

improve traffic operations by limiting "rubber necking" in the event of an accident. 110
However, a glare screen would also severely limit the panoramic view in that direction.

•    Along the realigned Burma Road area, the project must separate bicycle/pedestrian
and vehicular lanes from Port truck traffic so that Port operations are not impacted.                       1 1

Pedestrian/Bicycle Lane:
•     The width and capacity of the pedestrian/bicycle lane must be designed to

112accommodate maximum fiture use ofthe bridge.
•    The project design must include bicycle access from downtown Oakland, Grand

Avenue and Mandela Parkway, all included in the City's Master Bicycle Plan. The 13
DEIS must mention the City' s intentions to extend the 408 Street bike lanes from
Emeryville to the MacArthur BART station continuing to Piedmont Avenue.

2
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Emergency Services:
•     The DEIS must identify the requirements that the California Occupational Safety and

Health Administration would impose on designated jurisdictions for responding to 114
specific types ofpossible emergencies on the bridge over the life of the project.

•    The DEIS must address or reference an emergency preparedness, response and
recovery plan.   This plan must address actions to take in the event of a major natural
or human-caused disaster on the bridge over the life of the project.  The DEIS must 15
also provide statistics about the occurrence of such emergencies during similar
projects in the United States within the last 20 years.

•     The DEIS must address emergency response access to the bridge via road, water, and
 16air both during construction and operation.

•     The DEIS must include a mitigation to provide additional staffing, technical
equipment facilities, and/or specialized training for the Oakland Fire Department to 17
respond tc anticipated incidents on the bridge.

Natural Resources:
•     Replacement Alternatives N-2 and N-6 would significantly impact the resource

conservation area on the north side ofthe Oakland Touchdown area.  The DEIS must
include the following mitigations to address these impacts:
1.    Preparation of a master planting plan to be approved by the City that includes on-

site replacement ofbiological resources with native species. 18
2.     Provision of a plan and independent specialists to monitor and protect natural

resources during construction and after project completion.
3.      Preparation  of a shorebird preservation plan to be approved by the  City that

includes an education/interpretive information program.
•     The DEIS must clarify how removal of the existifig East Span would result in a net

reduction of Bay fill since the replacement span would be twice as wide as the 19
configuration of the existing span.

Water Quality:
•     The project design must include construction of a storm drain system underneath the

bridge or another design solution that would collect and treat runoffin order to 20
minimize the discharge of pollutants to the Bay.

•     If an outhil for surface runofffrom the bridge is expected within the City, a drainage                        21
plan must be provided to be reviewed and approved by the City.

Historic and Cultural Resources:
•    The DEIS does not adequately discuss the historical significance of the existing bridge,

which is a national engineering landmark, or the impacts of the retrofit and
replacement alternatives on the bridge. Proposed mitigation measures to minimize 22
impacts to this important historic resource must indude the following:
1.   The design ofthe replacement alternatives must incorporate some ofthe

architectural features ofthe existing East Span
2. Retrofit historic Key Pier Substation and Caltrans electrical substation for

educational activities.
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3. Provide interpretive signage/information in the Gateway Park on the history of
bridge building in the Oakland area.

4. Provide design competition for local artists and designers to incorporate historical 22
artifacts, interpretive signage, and public art into the Oakland Touchdown area.

5. Provide informational signage on the bridge to address significant Bay Area Cont.
features.

6. Preserve historic clock and sign in Oakland Touchdown area.

  Visual Quality:
1;  •    The City strongly opposes the Skyway design option as it provides no architectural
 '            detail.   If a replacement alternative is selected it needs to have a design that is more in

keeping with the architecture of the existing East Span. The design of the bridge from
shore to shore must enhance the natural beauty ofthe surrounding area and blend with
the existing bridge vocabulary Design modifications must give the replacement bridge 23

r landmark distinctiveness along the viaduct as well as at the main span/tower. Design
 ,        modifications must be made to haunched girders, type 25 barriers, and the vehicle deck

 t   (    so that it does not look like
a standard freeway from afar or from the vehicle user's

1 \ perspective.

 . \If
a replacement alternative is selected, the City prefers Replacement Alternative N-6

which would provide a much better overall view from the Oakland Touchdown area 24
1

than the other replacement alternatives. The other alternatives would either provide a

J

less favorable viewing angle ofthe East Span or would block the view of the West
Span.

Noise:
•    The DEIS must analyze the noise impact of the project on future sensitive

receptors in                 25the Oakland Touchdown area such as the Gateway Park and a variety of uses planned
for the Oakland Army Base, including at peak hours.

•     If impacts on planned land uses in the Oakland Touchdown area warrant sound walls
as mitigation, they must be "green walls". Caltrans must seek community input on the 26
design of proposed sound walls.

1 Land Use:
1 •    Of the proposed alignment alternatives, the City prefers Alternative N-6 because it

       would have the fewest impacts on planned land uses. In order to better compare 27
     potential land use impacts, Caltrans should add the additional southern alignment

\,   1 alternative proposed by the City of San Francisco to its analysis.

j j Replacement Alternative S-4 would limit the development potential for the Oakland
Army Base.  The DEIS must provide more detail about how development  of the
Oakland Army Base would be curtailed by this alternative.

• Replacement Alternative S-4 would impede the Port of Oakland's ability to develop
and expand existing facilities in the Oakland Touchdown area.  The DEIS must 28
address to what extent, and precisely how, Port development would be impeded.  This
is of concern because the Oakland Army Base reuse plan supports Port operations and
allows for its expansion.

4
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•    The DEIS indicates that Replacement Alternative S-4 would affect the southern corner
of the East Bay Municipal Utility District (EBMub) dechlorination facility at the
Oakland Touchdown, and that the facility either would be relocated or the alternative
would be redesigned to avoid the facility. The Oakland Army Base reuse plan makes 29an accommodation for EBMUD expansion of its existing facilities in part due to the
proximity of the existing location.  The DEIS must address where the relocated site
would be, how large of a site would be required,  and how relocation would affect
development opportunities in the area.

•    Replacement Alternative S-4 will impact the planned Gateway Park on the south side
of the Oakland Touchdown area. Iffeasible, the project must mitigate impacts to this 30
planned open space by providing recreational/park opportunities elsewhere in the
Oakland Touchdown area.

CONSTRUCTION IMPACTSISSUES

Traffic and Circulation:
•       The DEIS must include preparation of a construction management plan to  help

mitigate the disruptions due to construction.  The plan must identify construction
traffic routes, signage, hazardous materials transport procedures and routes, the
frequency, duration, and time ofroadway closures, notification of adjacent property
owners and jurisdictions, identification of construction hours, and designation of a 24-
hour contact person for resolution of construction impact issues.  The plan must
include contingencies in the event that construction activities impair trafTic operations

31
to the extent that vehicle trips are diverted to alternative transportation modes.  This

 
could result for example in constraints at BART parking lots. The plan must also
include reimbursement to public agencies for additional traffic control costs 0. e.;
police).   The plan must be reviewed and approved by the City Public Works Agency
prior to adoption.

•     The DEIS states that construction traffic on Burma Road and Maritime Street would
not increase traffic congestion on these streets.  The DEIS must present projected 32
trafFic volumes on these streets in order to substantiate this statement.

•      If feasible, direct access must be provided to construction staging areas from the
freeway to avoid impacts to local roads. If local roads must be used, the DEIS must
include a mitigation to provide funding to resurface alllocal roads used during 33
construction.

Parking:
•      The DEIS states that construction workers would park on Yerba Buena Island but

does not address whether they would park in the Oakland Touchdown area.   The
DEIS must include preparation of a construction parking plan that would be reviewed 34
and approved by the City Public W6rks Agency prior to adoption.   This plan must
include the use of alternative modes oftransportation by construction workers.

5
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Emergency Services:
•      The DEIS must identify what jurisdictions would have responsibility for providing fire,

police, emergency, rescue, and hazardous materials response services during theconstruction and/or demolition phases ofthe project.  The DEIS must also identify the
expected level of service from designated jurisdictions.   The need for additional 35
emergency response services by the City throughout project construction must be
mitigated through provision of appropriate funding and staff resources.

Natural Resources:
• Sedimentation, noise and vibrational effects, and the use of explosives during project

construction must be carefully monitored or eliminated so as not to disturb wildlife or
vegetation in the Bay. All feasible mitigation measures must be included in the DEIS 36so that construction activities do not negatively impact marine mammals, birds, fish, or
plant life, including imposition ofstiff penalties  (through  centractual liquidared damage
provisions) for damages to natural resources caused by construction activities.

•    The DEIS must include a mitigation to provide independent resource specialists to
monitor natural resources during construction activities. | 37

Historic and Cultural Resources:
•    The DEIS must include a mitigation that would prevent damage to historic structures

in the Oakland Touchdown area by providing a protection plan for approval by the 38
City.  This plan must include fencing around historic structures and

stiff penalties for                                          damage caused by contractors during construction.
•    The DEIS must include a mitigation to provide a study of potential impacts on historic

39structures from vibration during construction.

Land Use:
•    The DEIS must address whether any adjacent non-Caltrans properties would be

affected during the construction period. During the Cypress Freeway project a nearby
property was purchased and used as a construction staging area. This could affect the 40
possible redevelopment area designation for the Oakland Army Base area.

Air Quality:
•    The DEIS states that best management practices would be used to control dust and

other air emissions during construction activities. Caltrans did not provide adequate
dust control measures during much ofthe Cypress Freeway project and numerous 41complaints were received from the community. Dust control procedures such as
watering the construction site, street sweeping, covering soil piles, and covering
hauling trucks must be rigorously implemented during construction of the project.

•    The DEIS must include a mitigation to provide funding to the City for an independent
air quality monitor to monitor the effectiveness of dust control measures at the 42
construction site and downwind from the site.

6
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Solid Waste/Recycling:
•     The DES must require that the materials from the project be disposed of in the

priority of reuse, recycle, alternative daily cover (if applicable), and landfill as a last
resort.  The DEIS must 1) identify the type and quantity ofmaterials that will be
generated during demolition and/or construction activities as well as during operation,
2) identify locations where the materials are likely to be brought, and 3) confirm that
each location has the capacity and willingness to handle the indicated material. These 43
issues must be addressed for each ofthe following elements of the project: dredged
materials disposal dismantling ofthe existing SFOBB East Span, removal ofthe
Yerba Buena Island East Viaduct, removal ofroad materials, removal ofbuildings,
removal of vegetation, disposal ofcontaminated soils, disposal of small scale and
large-scale construction-related waste, and disposal of ongoing waste from operation
of the bridge. Any materials that are landfilled must not count in calculating
compliance with AB 939.

Hazardous Materials:
•    The following mitigations must be included in the DEIS to address potential hazardous

materials impacts during construction:
1.    Prepare a contingency plan in the event ofhazardous materials contamination or

accidental spills.
2.   Notify the City of the storage and/or transport of any hazardous materials.

Provide the City with material safety data sheets on all hazardous materials used
during construction.

3. Require contractors to implement best management practices. 44
4. Provide specific information on dismantling and disposal plans to the City.
5. Provide funding to the City to hire a Certified Industrial Hygienist to monitor

hazardous material removal and disposal process.
6. Impose stiff penalties (through contracted liquidated damage provisions) for

noncompliance with plans, spills, or mismanagement.

Community Impacts:
•     The DES must indude a mitigation for project impacts to the community that

provides employment opportunities, local bu&iness opportunities,    and job training                                     45

programs to Oakland residents.
•    The DEIS must include a mitigation to provide funds to the City to hire independent

monitors to ensure that all contract documents are adhered to in order to
ensure that                    46construction impacts on the community are minimized.

We look forward to receiving the revised Draft EIR/EIS or Final EIS when it is available.
Should you have any questions regarding our comments, please call Lynn Warner, Planner
H, at (510) 238-6168.
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Sincerely,

nk- f, 4'
Leslie Gould, Acting Director ofPlanning
Community and Economic Development Agency

cc: Marina Carlson, Mayor's Office
Mark Wald, City Attorney's Office
Diane Tannenwald, Public Works Agency
Michael Vecchio, Public Works Agency
Kathryn Hughes, Public Works Agency
John McCabe, Public Works Agency
Mark Hersh, Public Works Agency
Helaine Kaplan-Prentice, Community Economic Development Agency
Elois Thornton, Community Economic Development Agency
Henry Renteria, Fire Senices Agency
Bruce Nielsen, Fire Services Agency
Ralph Lacer, Police Services Agency
Rick Wiederhorn, Port of Oakland
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City of Oakland Planning Department Letter dated 11/20/1998

Comment 1
The DEIS was made available for public review and comment for a period of 60 days.
It was also posted on the Caltrans website. Notices of availability were mailed to
approximately 3,500 interested individuals and organizations. Four public hearings
were conducted to give citizens the opportunity to comment on the DEIS.

A southern alternative, Replacement Alternative S-4, was analyzed in the DEIS.  An
alternative similar to the referenced CCSF alternative was considered in the DEIS as
Replacement Alternative S-1 and withdrawn from further consideration because
another southern alternative (Replacement Alternative S-4) that avoided impacts to the
EBMUD sewer outfall was available. Since publication of the DEIS, Replacement
Alternative S-1 was reevaluated and the conclusion was that this alternative should
remain withdrawn from consideration. The additional evaluation conducted has been
summarized in Section 2.7.5 - Replacement Alternative S-1 of the FEIS.  In this
discussion, information about the CCSF's Modified S-1 Alternative has been included.

Comment 2
The East Span Project is exempt by statute from the provisions of CEQA and, therefore,
an EIR is not required. The project qualifies for the statutory exemption under the
California Streets and Highways Code Section 180 because its purpose is to enhance
seismic safety and it would not increase capacity. Please see Chapter 5 of the FEIS for
additional information.  The East Span Project considers a reasonable range of project              alternatives and adopts appropriate mitigation measures to address adverse impacts
resulting from the project.

Comment 3
A reasonable range of alternatives has been addressed in the EIS (please see Chapter
2 - Project Alternatives). The range of alternatives to be studied was developed
under the NEPA/404 Integration MOU and through an extensive public outreach
process (please see Appendix F - NEPA/404 Integration Process).

The project's Purpose and Need is very specific: to provide a seismically safe
vehicular lifeline connection. Caltrans' focus on seismic safety to the exclusion of
congestion relief such as rail, HOV lanes, and other alternative commute options was
intentional, because Caltrans considers the need for improved seismic safety in this
corridor to be paramount. Because of the project's size, it has led some members of
the regional community to advocate for multiple purposes that address congestion
relief in addition to safety. However, expanding the scope of the project to include
congestion relief would have resulted in lengthy public and agency debate about how
best to implement a congestion relief solution, with the result that the seismic safety
component of the project would have been substantially delayed. Caltrans anticipates
beginning construction of this critical safety project in late 2001. This would not have
been possible if the scope of the project had included congestion relief.
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                  As mentioned
in response to Comment 2 above, the East Span Project is designated

as a specific action necessary to prevent or mitigate an emergency as defined in the
Streets and Highways Code Section  180.2 and, therefore, is exempt from the
requirements of CEQA.  Both the interim retrofit and East Span projects are being
implemented to prevent a catastrophic failure of the bridge and provide a lifeline
connection, respectively, not to enhance capacity.

Comment 4
Please see Section 4.15 - Cumulative Impacts of the FEIS, which has been revised to
include more details. Section 4.15 addresses traffic, air quality, and bicycle travel.
Evaluation of travel modes is beyond the scope of the East Span Project.

Comment 5
The Interim Retrofit Project strengthened the bridge, so the East Span would be able to
better withstand smaller earthquakes. The interim project would not prevent future
emergencies in the event of a maximum credible earthquake. Further measures would
be required to provide safety during and after a maximum credible earthquake.

Comment 6
Implementing rail on the SFOBB is beyond this project's Purpose and Need.  The
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) is currently studying transit service
options in the Transbay Corridor, especially the possibility of rail. Studies already
completed by MTC include a long-term capital and operating cost analysis for various
transit options for the Transbay Transit Terminal and a feasibility analysis of rail on the
SFOBB. A study examining the possibility of non-SFOBB transbay rail crossings will be
completed  by fall 2002. See Section 2.5 - Accommodation of Multi-modal Strategies
in the FEIS for a summary of available information about the studies completed or
currently being conducted by MTC.

Comment 7
As part of the MTC feasibility study, a working paper on structural issues of placing rail
on the SFOBB was completed in October  1999.   The four rail vehicle types analyzed  in
the working paper were BART, light-rail transit, commuter rail, and high-speed rail.  The
working paper found that rail could be implemented on the SFOBB with structural
modifications to the East Span and major structural changes to the West Span and the
YBI tunnel.  It was determined that to accommodate rail on the East Span decks, they
would need to be widened by 0.9 to 1.5 meters (3 to 5 feet) to provide adequate
clearance for the suspension cable system as well as to be able to maintain 5 travel
lanes. Additional strengthening beyond the established design criteria would also be
required. Given the high cost (approximately three billion dollars) of making these
necessary modifications to the SFOBB and the age of the existing West Span, it was
decided that other options for a high-capacity transbay crossing should be evaluated
and compared to implementing rail on the SFOBB. Please see Section 2.5 -
Accommodation of Multi-Modal Strategies for additional details of the studies
completed by MTC. Section 2.5 also addresses the consideration of HOV lanes on the
bridge.
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Comment 8
The proposal to provide direct freeway access ramps eastbound and westbound to the
potential Gateway Park has been discussed at a series of meetings about the Gateway
Park. Caltrans investigated the possibility of a direct, at-grade entrance to the park
from the eastbound lanes. Caltrans prepared preliminary plans attempting to provide
direct access. The results indicated that a ramp, which meets current safety and
design standards, from a freeway (which 1-80 is at this location) would require either
taking a part of the park for the ramp(s) or placing additional fill in the Bay, depending
on where the ramps are located.

Access to the park from the westbound lanes was also investigated. Extensive Bay fill
would be required to provide a standard exit ramp to the park. The northern
alternatives would occupy all land on the northwest portion of the Oakland Touchdown
area.  It was determined that access to the park from the westbound lanes would be
impracticable and Caltrans is not pursuing it further.

Caltrans has presented conceptual drawings of potential direct access options.  The
East Bay Regional Park District and Caltrans will continue to explore access options.
However, these options are not a component of the East Span Project and would not
be designed, funded, or constructed as part of this project.

Comment 9
The estimate of future travel demand and vehicle use in the corridor is beyond the
Scope of the East Span Project because this project's solepurRose-and.neQd are to
provide a seismically upgraded lifeline connection, not to increase capacity. However,              

»rk there are several indicators that traffic volumes on the SFOBB approaches would

TK
trips in the corridor, the continued growth of the car-dependent urban population, and
continue to increase in the future. These include an expected increase in daily person

%   A the continuation of San Francisco, the East Bay, and the Peninsula as significant

*pv
employment destinations.

Comment  10
Though glare screens on the bridge's inside barriers might help to minimize traffic
delays by limiting the visibility of incidents in opposing traffic, they are not
recommended for this project because they would impact bridge users' scenic views of
the bridge and its surroundings.

Comment 11
The implementation of the Bay Trail extension to the west end of the Oakland
Touchdown area is a condition of BCDC Permit 11-93 for the 1-880/Cypress Freeway
Replacement Project and would be implemented pursuant to the conditions of that
permit unless amendments allow otherwise. The design of the bicycle/pedestrian path
on the East Span Project replacement alternatives would accommodate a connection to
the Bay Trail extension.

In January 2001, BCDC voted to amend the San Francisco Bay Plan and Seaport Plan
to delete the "Port Priority Use" designation from areas around Burma Road, which will
allow the City of Oakland to implement a development plan for

non-maritime land uses.            
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Asa result, it is likely that Port trucks will not be using Burma Road and, therefore, Port
operations would not be impacted by bicyclists using Burma Road.

Comment 12
A demand projection for the bicycle/pedestrian path has not been prepared. There is
a limited amount of information regarding the capacity of bicycle facilities.  The
Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) reported two-way high volumes for a two-lane bicycle
facility as 500-2,000 bicycles per hour. The capacity of the East Span
bicycle/pedestrian facility would also be affected by environmental conditions, skill and
familiarity of cyclists, and specific geometric features of the facility.

The capacity of the East Span bicycle/pedestrian facility when used simultaneously by
pedestrians, bicyclists and other non-motorized users would vary depending on the
mix of users.  It is important to note that the capacity of the facility does not indicate
what level of demand the facility would likely generate, although the HCM notes that the
facility should "provide sufficient capacity to allow good-to-excellent operating
conditions if they are to be successful in encouraging bike use."

The configuration of the bicycle/pedestrian path was recommended by the
Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committed (BPAC) and adopted by the MTC.  The BPAC    -J 
served as the forum forgyer 40 groups representing the interests of potential path

--7\
users.

.-.

                  The bicycle/pedestrian path on
a replacement bridge would connect to the proposed

Comment 13

Bay Trail, which extends to the west end of the Oakland Touchdown area. This would
allow for a connection to 40th Street with possible connections to Maritime Street and
West Grand Avenue. Plans for bicycle facilities in the City's General Plan are noted.
Bicycle access from downtown Oakland, Grand Avenue, and Mandela Parkway is
beyond the scope of the East Span Project.

Comment 14
There would be no change in the requirements of the California Occupational Safety
and Health Administration (OSHA) on designated jurisdictions for emergency response
as a result of the project. The requirements that are currently in place for the existing
East Span would remain intact for the new bridge.

Comment 15
Delivery of emergency services described in Section 3.1.6- Community Services are
expected to remain in place when the project is completed. Caltrans would remain
owner/operator of the East Span and would use established procedures to respond to
emergencies on the East Span. Provision of the lifeline vehicular connection would aid
in disaster recovery in the Bay Area following a major earthquake (please see Riding
Out Future Quakes: Pre-Earthquake Planning for Post-Earthquake Transportation
Recovery in the San Francisco Bay Region at
www.abag.ca.gov/bayarea/eqmaps/eqtrans/eqtrans.html). Providing a nationwide
inventory of emergency statistics for similar projects across the United States during

                    the last
20 years is beyond the scope of this project.
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Comment  1 6
During construction of a replacement alternative, the existing bridge would almost
always be accessible to emergency personnel by land, water, and air. Caltrans is
continuing to investigate lane and bridge closures during construction. Although lanes
would be closed to general traffic, emergency vehicles would be allowed to pass
through the closures most of the time. Caltrans will coordinate with the contractor and
emergency service providers when no vehicles can pass. In addition, the timing of
closures would be known in advance, and emergency response personnel would be
notified before the bridge closures.

For any replacement alternative, Southgate Road on YBI would be closed once the
eastbound detour is constructed.  As a result, direct access from one side of the
bridge to the other, east of the tunnel, would be eliminated. Access from one side of
the island to the other side via Treasure Island Road would always be available for
emergency response. After construction is complete, Southgate Road would be
reopened.

During operation of the East Span following construction, emergency response access
by land and water for a replacement bridge would be comparable to access to the
existing bridge; air access to the eastbound structure would be improved over the
existing condition because helicopters would be able to land on either deck of the
replacement bridge as opposed to only the upper, westbound, deck of the existing
bridge.

Comment 17
Emergency services such as fire response and police protection are discussed in
Section 3.1.6 - Community Services. The provision of these services would not be
impacted by construction or operation of the bridge.  As a result, mitigation in the way
of additional support/funds to the local police and fire departments is not required.

Comment 18
A detailed revegetation master plan for the Oakland Touchdown would be developed
during the design phase, when the most accurate information about construction
details and surrounding land uses would be available. Caltrans will work with the
appropriate local agencies and interested parties to develop this plan.

Caltrans would prepare and implement a mitigation monitoring program. Mitigation
monitoring would be the responsibility of Caltrans and would be consistent with
conditions of permits obtained from state and federal regulatory agencies. Information
on mitigation monitoring documentation would be made available to the City of
Oakland, if requested.

As part of mitigation for the East Span Project, replacement of impacted eelgrass beds
and sand flat habitat would include off-site creation and restoration of a tidal marsh
ecosystem from existing uplands and on-site restoration of portions of the impacted
sand flats and eelgrass beds.  The City of Oakland would be given the opportunity to
comment on portions of the mitigation plan that discuss habitat enhancement or

habitat            
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creation located within its city limits.  The site currently proposed for off-site habitat
creation is located in Richmond.

The northern alternatives would permanently impact shorebird feeding habitat.  Sand
flats along the northern portion of the Oakland Touchdown area provide foraging and
roosting areas. Approximately 1.36 hectares (3.36 acres) of these sand flats would be
permanently impacted by the northern alternatives. However, the reduction in feeding
habitat is not anticipated to adversely impact shorebirds due to the relatively small area
affected by the project. The northern alternatives would also temporarily impact 0.69
hectare (1.70 acre) of sand flats during construction of the westbound roadway and
placement of a geotube for dewatering. Replacement Alternative S-4 would
permanently impact approximately 0.21 hectare (0.51 acre) of uplands. The upland
areas occur on the south side of the Oakland Touchdown area and are known to
provide shorebird winter and high-tide roosting habitat. All replacement alternatives
would temporarily impact this upland area during construction and would result in the
displacement of roosting habitat. Proposed mitigation for the loss of shorebird roosting
habitat includes restoration of portions of the sand flats impacted by the placement of a
geotube and off-site creation of a tidal marsh ecosystem, including enhancement or
creation of upland shorebird refugia. See Section 4.9.6 - Natural Resources,
Mitigation and Section 4.14.8- Temporary Impacts During Construction Activities for
more on mitigation.

A shorebird habitat preservation plan could possibly be created by EBRPD as part of
Gateway Park planning, but would not be part of the East Span Project. The inclusion

                 of an education/interpretive information program at the Gateway Park would be the
./-

responsibility of EBRPD, if it decided to incorporate one.

Comment 19
The FEIS has been revised to include analysis of two types of fill measurements for the
East Span Project: fill volume and fill surface area.  See the expanded discussion in
Section 4.9.1 - Placement of Fill in the San Francisco Bay.

Two agencies are responsible for regulating fill.  The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(ACOE) regulates fill in Other Waters of the U.S. placed at or below the mean high
water line (MHW).

The San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC) regulates
all Bay fill placed bayward of the Mean High Tide Line (MHTL) or the +1.5-meter (+5.0-
foot) contour line where marshes are present.  BCDC also regulates new development
within the first 30 meters (100 feet) inland from the MHTL (shoreline  band) or the +1.5-
meter (+5.0-foot) contour MSL.

In terms of fill volume, all replacement alternatives would result in a net increase in the
volume of the Bay. This increase would be a beneficial impact as defined by the ACOE
and BCDC.  The net increase in Bay volume would result from dredging and
dismantling activities of the existing bridge that would remove more sediment and fill
from the Bay than the amount of fill that would be added to construct new piers and

                pile caps.
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In terms of fill area, all replacement alternatives would reduce the surface area of the               
Bay as defined by the ACOE and BCDC. BCDC's definition of fill surface area includes
high-level suspended fill such as bridge decks.  In the case of the East Span Project,
the high-level suspended fill would be placed at a substantial height above the surface
of the Bay and generally would not result in adverse environmental impacts.

Comment 20
In December 2000, Caltrans prepared a Treatment BMP Feasibility Study for the East
Span Project. The report, which was submitted to the RWQCB, evaluated several Best
Management Practices (BMPs) for addressing potential pollutants generated by storm
water runoff within the project limits. The evaluation looked at various techniques such
as constructed wetlands, detention basins, infiltration basins, infiltration trenches, and
sweeping.  Most of the techniques were found to be infeasible when right-of-way
requirements, constructibility, maintenance, safety, and cost-effectiveness were
considered. Section 4.8 - Water Quality has been revised to include more details
about the inherent water quality benefits of a replacement bridge and a summary of
BMPs that were evaluated as part of a feasibility study.

A storm drainage system that collects and treats storm water would not be
implemented as part of the East Span Project.

Comment 21
Caltrans expects to use existing drainage systems.

Comment 22
Additional information about the SFOBB, including its historic and engineering
significance has been added to Section 3.10 - Historic and Cultural Resources.
Information  can also be found in Section 6.3.1 - The San Francisco-Oakland Bay
Bridge.

Caltrans' commitments to protect cultural resources are presented in the executed
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) (see Appendix 0). The following items correspond
to the numbering in the City's letter:

1. Incorporating architectural features of the existing bridge into the new
structure creates a false historicism that is not considered appropriate
historic preservation practice. Standard #3 of the Secretary of the
Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation, which provide guidance for the
treatment of historic properties, states that: each property shall be
recognized as a physical record of its time, place, and use. Changes
that create a false sense of historical development, such as adding
conjectural features or elements from other buildings shall not be
undertaken.

2. The East Span Project does not include the sale or transfer of the Key
Pier Substation or the Caltrans electrical substation to other parties.
These buildings would continue to be owned and used by

Caltrans.  If                         
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Caltrans determines that the buildings and the land on which they are
located are no longer needed for transportation purposes, a reversionary
clause would be automatically invoked and the land would revert to the
Port of Oakland. Caltrans has evaluated the reuse of these buildings as
educational facilities and has concluded that the capital and operational
costs are not justified because long-term patronage is not anticipated.

3. Caltrans will consult with the owner/operator of the proposed Gateway
Park about its interest in having interpretive exhibits incorporated into the
design of the park. If consultation does not result in an agreement with
the park operator, Caltrans would seek an alternative East Bay location
for the exhibits. Caltrans would assume the cost of installing these
features as a mitigation measure.

4. Caltrans would not be the lead agency for the design or operation of
the park. However, Caltrans would cooperate with the owner/operator of
the proposed Gateway Park or other agency on the incorporation of
interpretive exhibits, whether the final design is the result of a design
competition or some other process. Any design competitions held
would be sponsored by EBRPD, not by Caltrans.

5. Informational signage on the bridge's bicycle/pedestrian path is not
currently part of the East Span Project, though the project would include
directional and safety-related signage.  If the City of Oakland wishes to

                              pursue this issue,
it should contact the Bay Area Toll Authority regarding

possible funding.

6. Caltrans will investigate the possibility of refurbishing and donating the
historic clock for incorporation into the proposed Gateway Park or other
public location. This mitigation measure is included in the MOA
(Appendix 0, Stipulation Ill.B.1).

Comment 23
Design options (cable-stayed, self-anchored suspension, and skyway) were
considered for the main span section of the replacement alternatives and evaluated by
MTC's Bay Bridge Design Task Force Engineering and Design Advisory Panel (EDAP).
Criteria used in the evaluation included seismic performance, aesthetic considerations,
ability to construct the bridge within the expedited construction schedule, and the
possible location of a bicycle/pedestrian path on the main span. Public comments
were heard at 35 Task Force and EDAP meetings and through letters, phone calls, and
e-mails received  by MTC.   In July 1998, based on the recommendations of EDAP,  MTC
voted for a self-anchored suspension design that includes a single tower of 160 meters
(525 feet) in height above mean sea level and maintains the main navigation opening
east of YBI.

EDAP's recommendation was based primarily on the fact that the self-anchored
suspension bridge design option incorporates important advances in seismic safety.  This design involves less long-term maintenance costs than a cable-stayed alternative.
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The self-anchored suspension bridge, when compared to a cable-stayed structure,
allows for optimum tower foundation while providing a wider shipping channel and is
consistent with the tradition of suspension bridges in the Bay Area.

The bridge is a skyway structure as it approaches the Oakland Touchdown due to the
geologic conditions occurring in the eastern portion of the Bay (i.e., shallow water
underlain by deep layers of mud).

Design components of the bridge will continue to be refined. Refinements to railings
and lighting concepts would address concerns for architectural detail and design.

Comment 24
Preference for Replacement Alternative N-6 is noted.

Comment 25
The DEIS evaluated impacts of noise from the project on land uses in and around the
project area (e.g., residences and outdoor use areas) that were present at the time that
the study was performed or were permitted or otherwise approved for future
development. Several locations evaluated in the study correspond to the proposed
park area (see Figure 3-14 in Appendix A). Additional information about the park has
been  added to Section 4.5.1 - Noise. Future users of the proposed Gateway Park
would experience noise levels between 65 and 74 dBA, depending on the location in
the park and the alternative analyzed.

It should be noted that the noise analysis presents impacts for the "noisiest hour,"
which is typically not during the peak traffic period. Roadway noise levels are generally
highest in "free-flow" traffic conditions (please see Section 3.5.4 - Noise and Vibration
Measurements, Model Calibration, and Noise Modeling).

Comment 26
No soundwalls are proposed for the Oakland Touchdown area because they would
create impediments to the views of motorists and shoreline users. In addition, so-
called greenwalls or rows of landscape plantings are not sufficiently dense to provide
noise abatement; only solid walls adequately attenuate noise.

Comment 27
Please see response to Comment 1 above.

Comment 28
Replacement Alternative S-4 would occupy a portion of the first 450 meters (1,500 feet)
of the Oakland Army Base land to the south of the existing East Span. The Oakland
Army Base Reuse Authority (OBRA) has designated 5.9 hectares (14.7 acres) of this
area as the site of a proposed public access park. Replacement Alternative S-4 takes
approximately 3 hectares (7.4 acres) of the proposed park and bisects it, reducing the
park size by approximately one-half.

The OBRA is in the process of designating land south of Burma Road for light
industrial/research and development uses with supporting retail and business

services.            
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BCDC has amended the San Francisco Bay Plan and Seaport Plan to delete the'Port
i Priority Use" designation from this area to permit implementation of OBRA's plan.  As a

result, Port expansion in this area is no longer an issue. Replacement Alternative S-4
would conflict with the proposed public park discussed above, but would not conflict
with OBRA's other redevelopment concepts.

Comment 29
Refined studies (prepared after publication of the DEIS) of the project's impacts on
EBMUD operations indicate that any of the replacement alternatives could be built
without direct impacts to the dechlorination facility. However, realignment of the
Caltrans maintenance road as part of Replacement Alternative S-4 would result in the
need for the facility, the road, or both to be relocated; trucks would not have the
clearance needed under the new bridge structure to be able to travel to the facility,
thereby requiring some type of relocation. See Section 4.1.4 - Impacts to Existing
Land Use for an expanded discussion.

Comment 30
Caltrans acknowledges the impacts that Replacement Alternative S-4 would have on
the planned Gateway Park. Should Replacement Alternative S-4 be selected for
construction, Caltrans would work with OBRA and EBRPD to minimize impacts to future
recreational opportunities at the Oakland Touchdown.

Comment 31
A Traffic Management Plan (TMP) will be prepared as part of the East Span Project for

                  the approved alternative. This document would address in detail construction-related
traffic issues, such as roadway closures, lane closures, access impacts of
rubbernecking, and provisions for minimizing traffic disruption.  The TMP would include
a public awareness campaign involving measures that allow communication of project
information to residents, employers, commuters, the media, and public officials.  This
plan will address the issues raised by the City of Oakland.  It is standard Caltrans
practice to prepare the TMP separately from the environmental document because it
relies on construction details that are not generally available during the NEPA
compliance process. Caltrans will prepare the TMP with input from local public
agencies, including the City of Oakland's Public Works Agency. However, Caltrans has
ultimate authority for such a plan.

Comment 32
The EIS states (Section 4.14.2 - Transportation Impacts During Construction) that the
increased volume of trucks on Maritime Street due to construction may result in traffic
impacts.  The EIS notes that the potential delays that could be experienced by
motorists would be "roughly equivalent to a missed signal cycle and would be within
the range of normal traffic...". Similar minor delays could also be experienced on
Burma Road. Construction-related traffic volumes on these streets would be estimated
and included in the TMP as a further means of analyzing traffic impacts and providing
measures to minimize impacts.
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Comment 33
Direct access from the freeway to the construction area would not be feasible.
Caltrans recognizes that trucks and heavy equipment may cause damage to roadway
pavement. Damaged roadway surfaces would be restored at the end of the
construction period.

Comment 34
Should parking for construction workers be required at the Oakland Touchdown area,
Caltrans would develop a parking plan and would work with the City of Oakland Public
Works Agency to ensure that impacts to local roadways under the jurisdiction of the
City of Oakland are minimized. If found to be warranted, alternative modes of
transportation would be explored. Caltrans has ultimate authority for such a plan.

Comment 35
Contractor bid documents would include contaminant management and health and
safety specifications. All procedures would be consistent with Caltrans' guidelines and
federal, state, and local laws and regulations. The contractor would be required to
prepare a health and safety plan that would identify jurisdictions that would have
responsibility for providing fire, police, emergency, rescue, and hazardous materials
response services during the construction phase of the East Span Project.  The need
for additional services from the City of Oakland is not anticipated.

Comment 36
Impacts of dredging of Bay sediments are addressed in the FEIS in Sections 4.9,
4.14.8, and 4.14.10 and in the DMMP in Appendix M. Noise and vibration

impacts                  
during construction are summarized in Section 4.14.5 - Construction-period Noise
and Vibration. Noise impacts to marine mammals and fish are discussed in Section
4.14.8 - Temporary Impacts, Natural Resources. If necessary, Caltrans would obtain
an Incidental Harassment Authorization for harbor seals and sea lions.  Such an
authorization would be prepared after evaluating the results of the Pile Installation
Demonstration Project (PIDP) that Caltrans completed in December 2000. Sound
pressure levels in air and water resulting from pile driving activities were measured.
The PIDP also tested the effectiveness of two sound attenuation systems (a bubble
curtain and a floating barrier with a contained aerating mechanism) to attenuate
underwater sound pressure levels generated by pile driving. Depending on the final
results of these tests, measures to protect marine mammals will be developed in
consultation with NMFS. Initial results indicate no impacts to harbor seals at the YBI
haul-out site and minimal impacts to marine mammals at the PIDP site. Pile driving
activities may impact fish within the immediate vicinity. During the PIDP, injury and
mortality of small fish (including anchovies, herring, and perch) were observed within
the immediate vicinity of pile driving operations. In compliance with the National
Marine Fisheries Service's Biological Opinion, Caltrans will require that attenuation
measures be used for any pile driving during the peak juvenile salmonid outmigration
period which would protect non-salmonid species as well.  The use of detonations has
been withdrawn from the project due to the potential adverse impacts to marine life.
Measures to address impacts to eelgrass sand flats, vegetation, birds, and fish are
discussed in Sections 4.9.6 and 4.14.8 of the FEIS and will be incorporated into project
specifications.
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                Comment 37
Mitigation monitoring required for the project would be the responsibility of Caltrans.
Review of mitigation commitments would be the responsibility of state and federal
regulatory agencies requiring the mitigation.

Comment 38
There are two historic buildings in the Oakland Touchdown area, the Key Pier
Substation and the Caltrans substation, both on the south side of the existing bridge.
These two buildings are owned and operated by Caltrans and would continue to be
used by Caltrans during construction. Caltrans, as owner of the buildings, would be
responsible for maintaining and protecting these buildings in accordance with its
responsibility under Section 5024 of the California Public Resources Code. Caltrans,
not the City, would be responsible for a protection plan. Caltrans would install a barrier
around the buildings to protect them. If contractors damage the buildings during
construction, they would be required to repair the damage.

Comment 39
As discussed in Section 4.14.5 - Construction-period Noise and Vibration, no historic
buildings are close enough to vibration-causing construction activity to be vulnerable to
potential damage. While no architectural damage is expected to occur as a result of
vibration related to the project, historic properties on YBI would be monitored for
damage as a result of construction activities. Caltrans would ensure that any damage
resulting from construction would be repaired in accordance with the Secretary of the

  Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation.

Comment 40
The potential need for use of adjacent non-Caltrans properties is disclosed in Section
2.6.2 - Bridge Replacement Alternatives, Oakland Touchdown Area. Properties that
may be required for construction access or laydown areas include lands currently held
by the Oakland Army Base (OARB).  OARB base closure representatives are
participants in the Project Development Team (PDT) and have conducted field reviews
of OARB sites that may be required for use during construction. Consultation with
OARB, concerning the envisioned Gateway Park, has included discussions of
sequencing implementation of the East Span Project and any parkland development to
avoid redevelopment impacts.

Comment 41
Caltrans would implement measures to control dust and other air emissions during
construction in accordance with the Bay Area Air Quality Management District
requirements. If complaints are received from the public as a result of dust emissions
or other air pollutants emissions, Caltrans would evaluate the possibility of
implementing additional measures, such as increasing the frequency of water/palliative
applications and limiting construction activities under certain conditions, as feasible.

In response to community concerns, Caltrans undertook various precautions during
construction of the Cypress Freeway by issuing change orders to the contractor to

 
sweep streets at least three times a week and watering where needed to minimize
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impacts to air quality during construction. Almost all work for the new East Span
would             be over water. Excavation would occur on YBI and at the Oakland Touchdown area

away from residential neighborhoods. Provisions to minimize fugitive dust would be
included in the project specifications.

Comment 42
Caltrans and the contractor would monitor air quality control activities and their
effectiveness. No separate funding for additional air quality monitoring by the City of
Oakland would be included in the project.

Comment 43
Solid waste generated by the construction of a replacement structure and dismantling
of the existing East Span would become the property of the contractor and would be
disposed of by the contractor.  It is likely that the contractor would recycle (market)
bridge materials where it is economically viable. This includes recycling of steel and
petrochemical-based components of the existing bridge. Hazardous materials would
be disposed at certified upland disposal locations which accept materials on a first-
come, first-served basis. Exact locations that would be available at the time of
construction and the locations that the contractor would choose to use cannot be
identified at this time.

Dredged material generated by the project would be reused for wetlands creation if
sites are available and cost-effective or disposed as explained in Section 4.14.10 -
Construction Excavation and Dredging and in the Dredged Material Management Plan
(see Appendix M). Reuse and disposal of the dredged material quantities listed in                   Table 4.14-4 would be consistent with the Long-Term Management Strategy for
disposal of dredged material in San Francisco Bay.

Comment 44
As described in Section 4.14.6 - Hazardous Wastes of the EIS, Caltrans would ensure
compliance with all federal, state, and local laws and regulations regarding the use,
handling, and disposal of hazardous materials in support of construction activities.
This section further describes the provisions for providing mitigation of hazardous
materials used during construction of the facility. BMPs would be implemented,  Also,
many of the BMPs to be described in the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) shall be used to prevent contact between hazardous materials and storm
water. The SWPPP shall define protocols, equipment, and controls for responding to
spills. Caltrans would monitor the work of contractors; monitoring by the City is not
necessary to ensure compliance with contract specifications and health and safety
plans.

Comment 45
Community impacts, such as social, economic, community services, and environmental
justice impacts, are discussed in Sections 4.1.1 through 4.1.3. The East Span Project
does not lie within the boundaries of any established residential neighborhood.
However, project alternatives were analyzed for potential impacts to local communities
in Section 4.1.1 - Social and Economic Impacts.
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                The East
Span Project is not expected to have adverse social or economic impacts on

established neighborhoods or communities given the project's location in an
institutional and industrial setting with limited residential use and because the build
alternatives do not change existing transportation capacity; therefore, mitigation would
not be necessary.

The construction of the retrofit alternative or any of the replacement alternatives would
result in the need for a large construction labor force which would be drawn largely
from the local Bay Area, with specialty skills provided by workers from inside and
outside the region (as needed).  This need would represent a potential benefit to
surrounding neighborhoods in West Oakland.

Potential environmental justice impacts were also analyzed since the West Oakland
census tract meets the low-income and identifiable minority population criteria.  As
discussed more fully in Section 4.1.3 - Environmental Justice, the project would not
result in disproportionate impacts to minority or low-income neighborhoods as defined
by Executive Order 12898. Mitigation  is not necessary.

Comment 46
Mitigation monitoring would be the responsibility of Caltrans and would be consistent
with conditions of permits obtained from regulatory agencies. Information on mitigation
monitoring documentation would be made available to the City of Oakland, but funding
for separate independent monitoring would not be included in the project.

0
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/4579#06
OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

1,1 **3'14 WILLIE Lewis BROWN, JR.*TNK\2
SAN FRANCISCO (:Wal,WA.Wil

\:Ovill:'RF*\=53,;November 23.  1998

Mr. Harry Yahata
CalTrans - District 4
P.O. Box 23660, Mail Station lA
Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the San Francisco - Oakland Bay
Biidge East Span Seismic Safety Project

Dear Mr. Yahata:

The City and County of San Frencisco (City) appreciaies the oppormnity to cammem on the
Draft EIS regarding the East Spm of the San Francisco - Oakland Bay Bridge (project).

While we appreciate the technical complexities inherent in a project-specific document of this
land,  the City nonctheless has grave concerns regarding potential impacts of this project and thc                      1
Draft EIS' gross understatement of those potential impacu. The severe physical inipacts to
Visual resources and land use on Yerba Buena Island are inndequately analyzed-  Thc document
also fails m adequately analyze reasonably feasible alternativcs to the northern alignmmu and to                 2
provide reasonable justifications for eliminating such alternatives. Additionally, the project fails
to incorporate adequate ramp improvements (crucial to vehioular safety) as part of any 61wmadve               3
designs to and provide for potential future rail  access.   Finally, failure of the Draft EIS  to
properly idenSfy some physical impact results in the failure to specify adequa mitigazion                               4
mcasures. More importantly, those mitigation measures that are selected do not explain how they
will address identified environmental impacts.

In the artached materials. City technical staff and their expert consultants provide specific.
additional evidence regarding potential impacts and a feasible project alternative. These
materials provideLolidand crcdible evidence that obligatcs tile Ca]Trans and FHWA to analyze                   5

in  depth an additional southern alignment-

I strongly urge Call'rans and the Federal Highway Administration to consider potential
consequences of this project more extensively, ro properly adjust the scope ofthe EIS

andto                      6provide mitigation measures which will adequately address project impacm.  It is my strong
belief that only through additional reassessrnent and fwther analysis can the Final EIS  be deemed
a reasonable and full disclosure of the environmental consequences of this project.

S carcly.

. own, Jr.
May9r
Cl  i
(Aanclimcms)

401 VAN NESS AVENUE. ROOM 336. SAN FRANCISCO. CALIFORNIA 94102
(415)664-6141

RECYCLED PAPER
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                         Office of the  Mayor  (San Francisco) Letter dated 11/23/1998

Comment 1
Caltrans conducted a Visual Impact Assessment in preparation of the DEIS. The visual
assessment inventoried visual resources on YBI and documented the potential visual
changes that would result from each of the build alternatives. The assessment was
prepared using an established FHWA/American Society of Landscape Architects
methodology.

In response to the CCSF comments, additional simulations have been provided in the
FEIS (Figures 4-15a through 4-17c in Appendix A). These additional visual simulations
address CCSF's concerns about views from the eastern  side of YBI. The additional
simulations do not identify any substantial visual impacts.

The existing  East  Span  is a primary visual characteristic  of the eastern  side of YBI.   The
existing bridge, support columns, and ramps occupy a substantial portion of the
eastern side of YBI and dominate existing views from and to the island. While the
replacement alternatives would require new columns to be placed on YBI that would
obstruct views, the visual effect of these columns is offset by the removal of the existing
East Span and columns, resulting in changes in views blocked. Please refer to Section
4.3 - Visual Impact Analysis of the FEIS for additional discussion of the visual changes
on YBI.

  Project-related construction activities on YBI would temporarily change views from and./. to visual resources on YBI. For example, construction laydown areas, temporary
detours, construction equipment, etc. would reduce overall visual quality for the limited
number of views of the eastern end of YBI. This change in visual quality would occur
only during construction. Impacted areas would be returned to their prior condition at
the end of construction, where possible, and no long-term reduction in visual change
would occur.

Construction activities would result in the removal of some existing mature vegetation
and regrading of existing slopes. These impacts would result with any of the build
alternatives and areas would be returned to pre-construction condition, where feasible,
after construction is completed. Removal of mature vegetation would cause visual
changes that would last beyond the construction period and until replacement planting
can mature. This period is typically a minimum of five years.  The time required for
trees to mature and return re-vegetated, stabilized slopes and other impacted areas to
conditions similar to the existing condition could extend to fifteen years or longer.  To
address this potential visual change, re-vegetation mitigation concepts include use of
mature replacement vegetation, as feasible, to return the visual setting to conditions
similar to the existing condition as quickly as possible.

The DEIS discussed conflicts with the CCSF's plans for redevelopment of YBI/Tl in
Section 4.1.5 - Development Trends.   The DEIS used the conceptual reuse drawings
presented in the Draft Naval Station TI Reuse Plan to evaluate and discuss potential
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conflicts.  Land use discussions in the FEIS have been updated to include the
results of          a Caltrans land use study as described below.

In January 2000, Caltrans completed a study of the land use impacts associated with
the East Span Project on the conceptual land uses proposed in the Naval Station
Treasure Island Draft Reuse Plan, prepared by CCSF. Caltrans coordinated with TI
Reuse Authority staff and Navy base reuse/land use consultants to study in detail the
potential land use impacts of concern to CCSF. The Caltrans report concluded that the
redevelopment concept described  in the 1996 Draft Reuse Plan  can be generally
accommodated with any of the East Span Project alternatives. The report stated that
the general development pattern of reuse of Quarters 1 through 7, redevelopment of
Building 262, development of a conference center, live/work units, and artisan cottages
can co-exist with any of the build alternatives. Copies of the study were transmitted by
FHWA to the Navy for the Navy to distribute in January and March 2000. (Copies of
"Land Uses Associated with the SFOBB East Span Seismic Safety Project and the
Naval Station Treasure Island Draft Reuse Plan" are available for public review at the
Caltrans District 4 Public Information Office and selected libraries listed in the Preface
of the FEIS.

Comment 2
The EIS is consistent with the intent of NEPA Section 1502.14(a) in that it explores and
evaluates a range of reasonable alternatives.  The EIS also is consistent with NEPA
Section 1502.14(a) in that alternatives that were eliminated from study have been
briefly discussed and the reasons for their elimination have been provided.  A
screening of alternatives, including a No-Build Alternative, was conducted, as                        summarized in Section 2.7 - Alternatives Considered and Withdrawn. The screening
process resulted in the definition of four build alternatives, including the Retrofit Existing
Structure Alternative and Replacement Alternatives N-2, N-6, and S-4. This list of
alternatives was presented to NEPA/404 Integration MOU signatories and participants
at a series of meetings. The participants concurred in the range of alternatives to be
considered in the DEIS (see concurrence letters in Appendix F- NEPA/404 Integration
Process).

Caltrans has conducted environmental and engineering studies for each of the
alternatives presented in the DEIS. Engineering studies included preparation of plan
and profile drawings of each alternative (see aerial-based plans in Appendix A).
Design studies were conducted for each alternative to determine feasibility, resulting in
some cases in the withdrawal of some alternatives from consideration. These studies
were undertaken for certain project elements including evaluation of temporary detour
options on YBI for each replacement alternative, assessment of column locations for
the entire alignment, alignment refinement studies at the Oakland Touchdown to avoid
or minimize impacts to natural resources and structures, and feasibility of placement of
the main span tower for each replacement alternative.

Additional documentation of the alternatives analysis process was assembled
subsequent to publication of the DEIS. An independent study was conducted by the
ACOE to determine the risks to the EBMUD sewer outfall related to the CCSF-proposed
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                 southern alternative.
The results of this investigation are summarized in Section 2.7.5 -

Alternatives Considered and Withdrawn, Replacement Alternative S-1.

Comment 3
With one exception, new ramps, regardless of their purpose or function, are not a
component of the East Span Project and cannot be designed, funded, or constructed
as part of the seismic safety project. Caltrans is continuing to work with the CCSF,
which would be the owner of and responsible for implementation of any future ramps
(assuming transition of land from the U.S. Navy through the BRAC process) to ensure
that the project alternative constructed could accommodate possible future ramps.
Caltrans has developed a number of potential ramp designs to assist the CCSF. These
designs remain under review by the CCSF.  Each of the ramp configurations would
require new right-of-way east of the tunnel  on  YBI.   With  any of the replacement
alternatives, the existing eastbound on-ramp must be dismantled and replaced; this
on-ramp conflicts with the new bridge structure. Accordingly, a replacement
eastbound on-ramp would be part of the East Span Project.

Comment 4
The comment does not specify what physical impact has not been properly identified.
The EIS provides full disclosure of potential impacts in thirteen subject areas and
describes mitigation measures to avoid or reduce adverse impacts (please see
Chapter 4- Environmental Consequences and Mitigation Measures). Mitigation
concepts have been refined since publication of the DEIS, and additional information
on mitigation has been included in the FEIS.

Comment 5
Reference to the City and County of San Francisco Planning Department letter is noted.
This letter, dated 11/23/1998, and responses to its comments follow immediately after
this letter from the Office of the Mayor, San Francisco.

A number of southern alternatives were considered in the EIS. Replacement
Alternative S-4 was analyzed in the DEIS. Other southern alternatives were considered,
but subsequently withdrawn from further consideration. The reasons for withdrawal of
these alternatives are presented in Section 2.7 - Alternatives Considered and
Withdrawn.

A southern alternative was delineated and studied by the CCSF technical staff and
expert consultants. The alignment of this alternative is similar to Replacement
Alternative S-1 that was considered but subsequently withdrawn from consideration.
This alternative was withdrawn primarily due to in-Bay conflicts with the EBMUD sewer
outfall. The results of an independent study conducted by the ACOE using information
developed by CCSF and Caltrans are summarized in Section 2.7.5 - Alternatives
Considered and Withdrawn, Replacement Alternative S-1.  The ACOE concluded that
the alternative proposed by the CCSF would lead to schedule delays, significant cost
increases, increased risk of environmental harm resulting from possible damage to the
outfall (e..Rremature release of secondarily treated effluent) and complexity of long-
term maintenance.
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Comment 6
The EIS provides full disclosure of the potential project impacts and the mitigation
measures to avoid or reduce adverse impacts. Clarifications and additional information
have been provided in this FEIS. Clarifications address issues raised by the CCSF,
including the withdrawal from consideration of the southern alternative presented by
the CCSF that closely resembles Replacement Alternative S-1. A discussion of this
alternative as well as the CCSF's Modified S-1 Alternative is presented in Section 2.7.5
- Alternatives Considered and Withdrawn, Replacement Alternative S-1.

Based on the review of comments submitted during the circulation period for the DEIS
and further consultation with local, state, regional, and federal agencies, no new
substantial impacts have been defined for the project.
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444 PLANNING DEPARTMENT
4, JU      City and County of San Francisco 1660 Mission Street San Francisco, CA 94103-2414
5/lum'*9\2ic=/        (415) 5524378 PLANNING COMMISSION ADMINISTRATION CURRENT PLANNING/ZONING LONGRANGEPIANNING

FAX: 558-6409 FAX: 558-6426 FAX: 538-6409 FAX: 558-6426

November 23, 1998

Ms. Mara Melandry
California Department of Transportation, District 4
111 Grand Avenue
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94623-0660

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the San Francisco-Oakland Bay
Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project

Dear Ms. Melandry:

Staff of the San Francisco Mayor's Office Treasure Island Project, the San Francisco Planning
Department, San Francisco Department of Parking and Traffic, the San Francisco Public Utilities
Commission, and the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency have reviewed the above referenced
document with the assistance of technical consultants, and offer the following comments for your
consideration.

                                              Our main concern with the document relates to the clear mandate under NEPA to analyze feasible
alternatives at an equal level of detail. and to defer any "undertaking" until a thorough assessment
of impacts has been prepared. Although the Draft EIS professes no preference on the part of
Caltrans and FHWA (p. 2-1), there is a clear bias towards Alternative N-6.  This bias is evidenced
in the document itself, in statements by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, and in
ongoing design and site investigation work being conducted by Caltrans.

MTC has stated in the press that consideration of an alternative other than their prefem:d alternative
would delay the project, and cost additional money, because the design of the northern alignment is
currently underway.  It is obvious that Caltrans and MTC plan to use this threat to ensure that their                         1
alternative is selected and constructed, instead of accepting an alternative that would have fewer
impacts and that would be morecost effective. Byproceeding with design of the northern alignment,
and by spending money on site investigations specific to this alternative. we believe that Caltrans
has prejudiced the outcome of their analysis in clear violation of NEPA, and has expended toll
revenues in a manner that is inconsistent with the public's interest.  The Bay Area would be better
served by a revised Draft EIS and a thorough Major Investment Study that would look at passenger
mobility across both spans of the Bay Bridge (east and west). and that would include consideration
of all appurtenant ramps and the Transbay Terminal. Additional. more specific comments follow.
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I. ALTERNATIVES

Project alternatives are deficient for at least four reasons: (A) alternatives exist which would
reduce project costs, impacts on Yerba Buena Island, Section 404 impacts. and meet all project
objectives; (El) insufficient rationale is pmsented for eliminating Alternative S-1 from consideration;
(C) alternatives fail to include ramp improvements on the west end of the East Span; and (D)                2
northern alignments are infeasible because Caltrans does not control the required property on Yerba
Buena Island (YBD.

A. Long Standing Interpretations of NEPA's Alternatives Requirements Supports
Inclusion of A Southern Alignment that Does Not Impede Reuse of YBI

When a federal agency prepares an EIS, it must consider "all reasonable alternatives" in
depth.  40 C.F.R. § 1502.14. The choice of alternatives, and the ensuing analysis. forms "the heart
of the environmental impact statement."  Ibid.. The first thing an agency must do to decide on the
range of alternatives is to define the project's purpose. See. Citizens Against Burlington, Inc v.
Busey, 938 F.2d 190, 195-96 (D.C.Cir. 1991). The broader the purpose, the wider the range of
alternatives, and vice versa.  One way to avoid analyzing a reasonable range of alternatives is to so
narrowly define a purpose so as to define competing "reasonable alternatives" out of consideration
(and  even  out of existence). Simmons  v. Anny Corps of Engineers,  120  F.3d  664,666  (7th  Cir.
1997); see also, Trout Unlimited v. Morton, 509 F.2d 1276, (9 Cir., (the range of alternatives that
must be considered in an EIS 'need not extend beyond those reasonably related to the purposes of
the project.')).   If the agency excludes what truly are reasonable alternatives, the EIS cannot fulfill
its role.

In the Draft EIS, the project purpose is so broad that there are an infinite
number of                                  alternative means of achieving the project's five articulated goals (p. 1-1).  Yet, by choosing only

one southern alignment, Caltrans commits the same error as the Corps of Engineers did in Simmons,
namely unreasonably limiting the reasonable range of alternatives analyzed.  Here, the broadly
defined purpose results in so many possible project locations, that there is no reasonable basis upon                         3
which to limit the range of alternatives. Simmons and related cases make clear that either the Draft
EIS's purpose statement should be revised to reflect site and area specific criteria that will facilitate
the determination of reasonable alternatives, or the range of alternatives needs to be greatly

expanded.

The San Francisco's Mayor's Office Treasure Island Project has developed a feasible
alternative alignment similar to S-1, which could be constructed by straddling the EBMUD outfall.
This alternative offers substantial benefits over other replacement alternatives, and could be
constructed in less time, for lower cost. According to our analysis, this alternative would have fewer
impacts on natural resources along the East Bay shoreline, and would require less bay fill.

More details regarding this alternative are presented in the attached materials (Exhibit A).
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B.         There is an Insufficient Basis under NEPA for Rejecting Alternative S.1.

Even assuming that one southern alignment is a sufficient basis for a reasonable range of
alternatives, the Draft EIS provides insufficient reasons for rejecting Alternative S-1. Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations require a brief discussion in the EIS of the reasons for
eliminating an alternative from more detailed analysis. 40 C.F.R. S 1502.14(a). See also National
Wildlge Federation v. Andrus, 440 F.Supp.  1245, 1254 (D.D.C.1977) (EIS deficient where several
alternatives were not treated in the EIS and the EIS did not set forth reasons why these alternatives
were rejected) Clearly, NEPA requires an agency explain to the public why more detailed
consideration of a reasonable alternative is unwarranted.

The discussion regarding the rejection of Alternative S-1  (p.  2-29 et seq.) is inadequate for
the following reasons. The statement that the S-1 alignment would require the removal of the
EBMUD sewer outfall is unsuppo ted by any evidence. Caltrans has an independent duty to verify
whether such a statement is factually correct.  See e.g., Warm Springs Dam Task Force v.

Gribble,                  4
621 F.2d 1017, 1021 (9th Cir. 1980); Friends Of Earth v. Hintz,  800 F.2d 822, 834-35  (9th Cir.
1986), and 40 CFR 1506.5(b)). There is no such documentation provided in the Draft EIS, and none
within the correspondence provided to the City. "Professional judgement" on the basis of no data

or analysis is inadequate as the basis for removing this alternative from consideration.

The rationale provided for rejection of the modified S-1 alignment described in the third
paragraph on p. 2-30 is even more tenuous. "Concerns" regarding construction methods are

                                         insufficient rationale

for rejecting this modified S-1 alignment. A thorough investigation of feasible
construction methods should be conducted and disclosed to the reader. Only through such action
would the basis for rejection of this alternative meet NEPA's rigorous standards. Short of this
investigation. this location should be considered as a project alternative. Further, if potential
conflicts with major utilities, and "concerns" about their relocation (supported by credible evidence)
were sufficient rationale for rejection of alternatives, the Draft EIS should be consistent and
eliminate from consideration northern alignments which conflict with the major electrical utilityline
serving Naval Station Treasure Island (NSTI).

C.        All Alternatives Should Include Upgrades to the Ramps

The Draft EIS justifies omitting discussion of ramps upgrades in any of the alternatives on
the basis of ramps ownership and that such improvements are not necessary to the satisfaction of
project goals. ('The ramps are not owned by Caltrans and are not critical to providing a lifeline
connection in the project corridor."(p. 4-9)).   In the seminal case of Natural Resources Defense
Council v. Monon, 458 F.2d 827 (D.D.C. 1972), the court rejected this kind of reasoning. Morton
held that the alternatives requirements includes discussion of alternatives that might require        5
legislative or administrative action. Ownership of the ramps, which can change by administrative
and legislative action (e.g., Caltrans purchases them with appropriations from the kgislature),
should not preclude an analysis of improved ramp operations for each analyzed alternative.
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Moreover, one purpose of the project is to increase the safety of drivers on the Bridge. Compliance
of the ramps with current safety specifications meets that purpose.

The ramps serving YBI on the west end of the east span are within the project limits as
defined in the EIS, integral to the operation of the facility, and necessary for construction of a new
facility. There is no question that existing ramps are sub-standard and require replacement. Despite
this fact, Caltrans has attempted to defer replacement of all but one ramp, due to lack of funding.                    5

Cont.
In addition, Caltrans has widely circulated a proposed configuration for new ramps that

(would have devastating effects 6;i-75I.*ssiated above, the San Francisco's Mayor's Office
Treasure Island Project has developed a feasible alternative alignment similar to S-1, with substantial
benefits when compared to the northern alignment.  One such benefit is the configuration of
replacement ramps, which would require far less right-of-way, and thus have fewer impacts than the
ramp design promulgated by Caltrans. This alternative ramp configuration could be accomplished
with either a northern or southern alignment, and Caltrans should include its assessment within the
scope of the EIS.

D. Northern Alignments are Infeasible Because Caltrans Does not Control Required
Property

All northern alignments would need to be constructed on, over, or through federal property
under the jurisdiction of the US Navy. Because this land is not currently owned by

Caltrans and may                                                                   not be controlled by Caltrans through condemnation, all northern alignments are infeasible. Caltrans
has erroneously assumed that the City will take title to such property before construction of the
replacement span would start. However, the process for fee title transfer to the City from the Navy                6
has several steps that may take years to complete and may well occur after the anticipated completion
date of the East Span replacement project. This reason alone warrants rejection of all northern
alignments.

II. IMPACTS

The Draft EIS analysis fails to describe the magnitude of potential socioeconomic and land
use impacts on NSTL The Draft EIS also downplays potential inconsistencies with the Proposed             7
Reuse Plan for NSTL Finally, the analyses of visual effects, transportation, geology, hazardous
materials, noise, and historic resources are also deficient.

A. Caltrans' Knowledge that the Development of the Eastern End of YBI is Essential to
the Success of the Planned Reuse of NSTI Necessitates a Greater Level of Analysis of
Adverse Physical Impacts to NSTI
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NEPArequires that federal agencies, in preparing EIS' s, consult with local agencies.  40 CFR
1501.7.  An EIS must discuss inconsistencies between the federal project and local land use plans.
40 CFR 1502.16(c), 1501.2(d). Finally, an EIS must define direct environmental effects, which are
those which occur at the same time and place as the proposed project.  40 CFR 1508.8(a).  The San
Francisco Board of Supervisors has formally endorsed reuse land use concepts.

A Draft EIS/EIR on the reuse plan for NSTI/YBI will be published within the next few            8
months. Caltrans has been aware of and involved in the scoping for both the planning and
environmental documents on that project. Caltrans knows that the only portion of YBI with

3gnifigrtat develop-ment potential is itseastem peninsula.  Yet, the Draft EIS merely acknowledges
San Francisco's plans for redevelopment of YBI without fully accounting for the adverse physical
impacts that will result from realignment of the Bay Bridge. The failure to recognize and mitigate
those impacts is inconsistent with NEPA.

The Draft EIS is also inconsistent in its treatment of the proposed reuse plan for NSTI and
proposed plans for Port of Oakland facilities.  Both the City and County of San Francisco and the
Port ofOakland should be given the respect they deserve, and potential conflicts with their proposed
plans should be equally and seriously considered. We notice that Caltrans has participated in joint
planning efforts with local agencies, ABAG, and BCDC regarding the bridge's east touch-down, but
no such planning effort has been initiated for the west touch down. This disparity suggests that
Caltrans has unfairly weighted its consultation efforts in favor of its preferred alignment. The

Draft                         9
EIS itself perpetuates this bias, and fails to describe the Treasure Island Development Authority or
the Treasure Island Conversion Act created via Assembly Bill 699 (amending Health and Safety

 
Code 33492.5 Ch. 1333).  In fact, City representatives have witnessed Caltrans staff advocating for
the northern alignment during consultation efforts with cooperating agencies, including during
BCDC's June 1998 deliberations.

1.         The Magnitude of Land Use Impacts to NSTI is Grossly Understated

Land use impacts of an east span replacement would extend beyond the footprint of the
bridge, and beyond the structures directly displaced. These impacts would include temporary
construction areas (temporary structures and staging areas), and areas affected by secondary impacts 10such as noise and traffic. As indicated in the noise analysis, additional noise associated with
construction activities and with operation of a northern alignment have the potential to disrupt
sensitive land uses such as existing film production uses and planned residential uses. The Draft EIS
is silent on these considerations. Construction traffic would also conflict with planned residential
land uses, and result in unsafe conditions for new residents. Residential buildings on YBI will be
leased within the next several months. This planned land use is a facts known to Caltrans through
the distribution of NSTI/YBI planning documents.  Also, it is anticipated that the new residents  will                          1  1
consist of populations warranting particular attention pursuant to Executive Orders 12898
(Environmental Justice) and 13045 (Protection of Children From Environmental Health Risks and
Safety Risks).
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2.      N-2 and N-6 Alternatives Undermine the City's Ability to Implement Its Proposed
Reuse Plan.

Alternatives N-2 and N-6 are not consistent with the City's proposed reuse plan, although
the EIS suggests they are consistent on several occasions. The physical impact that would be caused 12
by their implementation (i.e. inability to implement a redevelopment plan) is clearly cognizable
under NEPA.  See 40 CFR 1508.8. The project poses multiple land use impacts on NSTI, and the
northern alignments specifically would cause development opportunities on YBI to be irretrievably
lost. In addition to this physical impact, loss of revenue from the displaced facilities would seriously
jeopardize use of other areas of NSTL  Use of these other areas is contingent on substantial
improvements to soil stability and infrastructure. These essential improvements cannot be funded
without the revenue generated by proposed uses on YBI.  The City estimates permanent and
construction-period losses associated with the northern alignment as follows:

• Permanent annual rental loss at the Torpedo Factory, Nimiz House, and Quarters 2-7 = $2.1
to 2.2 million; loss in sale value of these properties -321.612-22          illion; loss in property
taxes associated with these properties = 60,000;  and  annual  loss  in hotel transient 13
occupancy tax associated with these properties = $460,000

• Construction-period annual construction-period rental loss on YBI = $273,000 to $384,000
(assuming a 5-year construction period, losses would range  from  $1.4 to 1.5 million);  loss
of hotel transient occupancy tax and property taxes  = $3.1 million; and loss of film studio
revenue due to construction noise = $5 million.

These impacts are described further in the attached analysis by the Sedway Group (Exhibit B).

B. Other Physical Impacts Identified as Insignificant in the Draft EIS Warrant Greater
Level of Analysis

1. Visual Impacts

Visual impacts have been inadequately described for the following reasons. First, there is
no discussion of the visual impacts on Yerba Buena Island (YBD, as opposed to from YBI, of a new
bridge. (See simulations and figures attached as Exhibit C.) The discussion on Page 4-27 fails to
mention the fact that dozens of columns would be placed on the YBI eastern peninsula, not only for
the temporary structures but also for the permanent structures.  The only changes affecting YBI 14
acknowledged by the Draft EIS would be the removal of trees and several buildings.  Not only are
those effects not insignificant, but the drawings for the northern alignments found in Appendix A
Fig. 2-16 and 2-17 indicate a substantial visual impact caused by the placement of over 30 permanent
columns on YBI for the permanent north alignment alternative, and morc than 80 temporary columns
needed for the temporary structures of the north options. These columns would be higher and more
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numerous than most of the trees that would be removed from the site.  As seen from portions of YBI
and Treasure Island, these columns could appear as a completely solid, view-blocking barrier.

Second, there is an gross understatement, on p. 4-113 of the redevelopment potential of the
east end of YBI due to presence of footings and columns.  The EIS' graphic and verbal analysis
should disclose the full extent of the impact and identify mitigation measures, possibly including
alternative support arrangements for the structures over YBL Imagination was employed to save Fort
Point when the Golden Gate Bridge was built and imaginative support systems should be explored 15
to mitigate the visual and physical impacts on YBL Such systems could include arches, thicker but
fewer columns, suspension devices, etc.   Some of these alternatives (such as an arch system) may
increase visual impacts at higher elevations in exchange for lesser impacts near grade level, but they
should be presented and analyzed in order to find the most effective mitigation of a very serious
impact.

Third, analysis of views from other locations identify the predominant visual element from
that perspective. The Draft EIS analysis of the perspective of the Bridge from YBI, however, lacks
any such statement.  As such, there is no explanation for the conclusions on Pages 4-27 through 4-29 16
that the Bay will be the predominant view. Yet common sense dictates that if the determining factor
is vertical angle, the predominant view will almost always be the sky, except in the case of YBI
where the sky would be occluded by the proposed alternatives.

Fourth, the discussion on p. 4-27 states that the side-by-side design "...would be double the

                                   width of

the existing span." While the total structural dimensions of the proposed bridge may be
double the width of the existing bridge, the 'Yootprint" of the proposed bridge would be closer to
three times that of the existing bridge because of the space between the two sections and the bicycle 17
lane. The bridge's supporting columns, as seen from various angles, would result in view blockage
and other visual impacts that would be much greater than columns for a structure that is only twice
the width of the existing.

Fifth, the "Visual Impact Assessment" in Section 2.3.2 presented guidelines and criteria for
determining appropriate viewpoints from which to analyze the bridge's visual impacts. The first
sentence of this section states, "[o]ne's experience of the bridge varies considerably based upon
location, the duration of the view, and the frequency of exposure to views of the bridge." Yet.
surprisingly, the drafters of the Draft EIS ignored their own criteria when selecting 17 viewpoints 18around the region -- as far away as 10 miles - and did not include YBI, which the Draft EIS
acknowledges is planned for extensive public access and is intended as the "economic engine" for
the entire development of the Islands. Open space and visitor attractions are especially sensitive to
the quality of the surroundings and would be infeasible due to visual impacts of the new bridge.

Sixth, the visual simulations from Treasure Island that are presented in Figures 4-12 through
4-15 of Appendix A are inadequate because they fail to show the bridges as they approach the Nimitz
Mansion and the other officer's quarters in the historic district. For example, Appendix A Figure               1 9
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4-12 displays only  1  1/2 sets of columns of the permanent N-6 structure on YBI while Appendix A
Figure 2-17.1 shows that there would be  12 sets of columns on YBI for the permanent N-6 structure.
The simulations of the bridges from this viewpoint should be revised with a photo alignment that
shows all of the area of YBI that would be covered by the bridges. In addition, similar photo 19
simulations of the bridge from YBI are necessary. probably requiring several photo angles to show Cont.
the full extent of the bridge. The omission of these views from the Draft EIS can only suggest that
Caltrans is trying to minimize the severe visual impacts that would result from a northern alignment,
as shown in the figure provided to the City subsequent to the Draft EIR and attached in Exhibit C.

Seventh. the contention that the nol'them alignment affords more views of San Francisco, the
Golden Gate Bridge and Alcatraz than do the southern alignments is unsupported. The Draft EIS
fails to state how many people will be able to enjoy the views from the bridge. The simulation of
the view from the new bridge shown in Figures 4-2 of Appendix A, indicates that a passenger in a
typical sedan will not have a view of San Francisco, the Golden Gate Bridge or Alcatraz Island.  If
a claim for such views is to be supported, the Draft EIS should show where that view will occur.
It should disclose where the horizontal and vertical curvature of the new bridge begins to provide 20
such west-bound views to a typical adult sedan passenger for all the various alternative alignments.
In addition, the analysis of views from the new bridge should disclose how high a passenger' s eye
must be above tile deck in order to see the horizon over the side barrier at 90 degrees to the line of
travel and should state which automobile types grant that elevation to the average adult. The reader
should not have to glean this information from specifications possibly presented elsewhere in the

publication.

Finally, the entire visual analysis is suspect because of the inaccuracies in the "Visual
Impact                                                                   Assessment", the basis of the Draft EIS' visual analysis. For example. the first full paragraph on

Page 2-12 of the "Visual Impact Assessment" states that, "the skyline of San Francisco becomes
increasingly more prominent in the viewshed as one travels westward" on the east span.  In fact. the
only portion of the east span that offers any views of the San Francisco skyline is that nearest the                    21
Oakland touchdown area where San Francisco can be seen over the left side of the bridge.   As one
travels westward from that point first the incline of the bridge and later, Yerba Buena Island obscure
views of San Francisco. (See existing view in Figure 4-2 of Appendix A.)

2. Bicycle Safety

The transportation analysis is especially deficient in that it fails to adequately address the
safety of bicyclists and others who will use the proposed bike lane. Bicycle travel is an anticipated
mode of travel to TI/YBI under the City's Reuse Plan. The Draft EIS analyzes impacts to bicycle
access according to "creation of dangerous or inconvenient features that affect access at the Oakland 22
Touchdown area or YBI," (p. 4-23).  Yet the Draft EIS fails to apply this criteria when discussing
any impacts on YBI or elsewhere. The unanalyzed impacts, which will require mitigation, will occur
as follows.
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All Draft EIS alternatives contain a bicycle lane, except that no bicycle lane is possible in the
YBI tunnel. Therefore, all East Span bicycle traffic must exit onto YBI or turn around.  An
inevitable and direct result of any bridge bicycle lane is that bicycle traffic will be introduced to YBI
and will be forced to use existing YBI streets for movement Pedestrians and persons in wheel chairs
using the bicycle lane willlikewise be forced onto existing streets. There are no existing bicycle 23
paths on YBI and no redundant vehicle roads that could be converted to bicycle paths. There are no
sidewalks, and many roads are steeply sloped.  In fact, YBI roads are narrow and winding, and would
pose a hazard if shared by hordes ofbicyclists and motorists. Rollerbladers and persons in wheel
chairs would be face significant safety risks.

Mitigation should include provision of safe bicycle lanes from the East Span to Treasure
Island, where there is ample room for bicycle traffic and where bicycle facilities are proposed.   In
addition, a bicycle staging facility at the YBI end of the East Span should be built. It should be
located on Caltrans property, and should include rest rooms, bicycle storage areas and rest areas
maintained and secured by State employees. Sidewalks and other pedestrian facilities that fully meet
ADA requirements should also be provided.  On p. 4-72, the Draft EIS states that a realignment of 24
Macalla Road is part of the project, although the full impacts associated with this alignment are not
described (i.e. access to adjacent properties, removal of landscaping and increased erosion and risk
of landslides, etc.). If handled correctly, realignment of Macalla Road would provide ample
opportunity to widen the road, decrease its grade, and provide new sidewalks and bicycle facilities.
A bicycle connection to TI must be an integral part of any bicycle lane constructed on the East Span
since its necessity is solely caused by the project.

1 Geology

The Draft EIS should include a comparative description of the soils underlaying each of the
alternative alignments. Currently, the Draft EIS provides only a very general description of the soils
below this portion of the Bay.  (See Page 3-50 ff.) This discussion uses unnecessarily technical
terms and presents no comparative geology for respective alignments and no information whatsoever 25
that would help anyone, lay person or geologist, to determine the best alignment from a geologic
standpoint. Given the seismically sensitive nature of the Bay Area and the stated purpose of the
project to address seismic concerns, this omission is significant.

The Impacts chapter of the EIS  (Page 4-62) states  only that the alternatives responded to the
general geologic condition that the less stable muds are thicker to the east and therefore, all
alignments place the "signature" tower toward the west end.  The EIS must present a comparative
and more detailed soils profile for each alternative, including the City's proposed southern
alignment, discussed above.  Only this information will allow for a thorough comparison of impacts 26
and construction costs.  The City believes that a thorough analysis will indicate that the geology
along a southern alignment would provide a more stable location for the bridge, which could therefor
be constructed at less cost than the northern alignment.  (See letter attached as Exhibit D.)
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4. Hazardous Materials and Water Quality

Under "Water Quality" impacts (Page 4-65) the Draft EIS presents a general statement about
the common and less common pollutants found in highway storm water runoff.  It does not state 27
whether the proposed bridges would funnel storm water to sewage treatment plants or let it drop into
the Bay. The Draft EIS does not state describe drainage from the existing bridge or estimate the
increase in storm water runoff due to expanded road surfaces with the replacement bridge.  The EIS
should evaluate runoff volumes, pollutant concentrations. and resulting effects on water quality for
the first heavy rain fall of the season and on an annual basis, and should present baseline and 28
alternative analyses. Would storm water runoff reach the Bay and where? Would pollutants be
disbursed by tidal action, and would sensitive receptors be affected?

Finally, the Draft EIS must clearly state that Caltrans is responsible for the characterization 29
and clean-up of lead in the soil in areas adjacent to the bridge.  The City and Navy met with Caltrans
staff over a year ago regarding this issue, but Caltrans has never followed-up.

5. Historic Resources

The Draft EIS fails to adequately address impacts to the Senior Officer's Quarters Historic
District and other historic resources at NSTI.  Page 4-82 concludes that the retrofit alternative
"...would substantially impair the view from Quarters 1 across the eastern portion of San Francisco
Bay. This would constitute a visual intrusion that would diminish an important aspect of the
building's setting, and result in an Adverse Effect." This conclusion is contradicted by the
subsequent discussion of the other alternatives, which would place dozens of new columns in the                                                            
same view angle, and which are assessed as having "No Adverse Effect" or "No Effect" on the
historic district. (pp. 4-84 - 85). These contradictions must be reconciled. (See figures included as
Exhibit C.) 30

Unlike the discussion of the retrofit impacts, the discussion of the remaining alternatives'
impacts on the Senior Officer's Quarters Historic District emphasizes the exact boundaries of that
district, implying that if the columns would not be in the district, there can be no effect. The Draft
EIS appears to disagree with its own background report, "Visual Impact Assessment", which, at p.
3-12, states that, "the Retrofit Alternative would have the least effect upon the visual resources of
the island" during the construction period and that "all visual image types within this landscape unit
would remain intact" during the operation period of the Retrofit Alternative. Again, these
contradictions must be reconciled.

As explained above, the Alternatives N-2 and N-6 would undermine the City's ability t               31
implement its proposed reuse plan because of the loss of revenue from the displaced facilities.   This
loss of revenue would seriously jeopardize use of other areas of NSTI. because the City would lack
the resources to stabilize these areas. In addition, the loss of revenue to would make it difficult or
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impossible for the City to safeguard historic resources all over NSTI. These resources include
buildings remaining from the Golden Gate Exposition.

Additional comments  from the City's Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board are attached
as Exhibit E.

6. Noise Impacts

The noise analysis is deficient because it fails to identify film production as a noise sensitive
use. and fails to acknowledge that residential properties on YBI will be leased within the next several
months. Acceptable noise levels for film production facilities should be comparable to those 32
analyzed for a church or library, since increased noise levels would constrain current and future
activities at these facilities.

The noise analysis also fails to describe how assumptions regarding the replacement bridge's
configuration and materials were validated. The computer modeling described in Chapter 3 of the
Draft EIS is dependent on reasonable inputs, many of which are clearly quantifiable (distance to
receptor, volume of traffic, etc.). Other aspects of the noise results presented in Chapter 4 are 33
contingent on the assumptions described on p. 4-39, for which no supporting evidence or data is
provided. In other words, the performance of concrete bridges in reducing noise volumes, and the
elimination of"reflected" noise on a double-decked structure are mere conjecture, and as a result,
the results of the noise analysis are unsupported.

C.        Construction Period Impacts Warrant Greater Level of Analysis

The information and analysis presented regardingconstruction period impacts are insufficient
134to assess the magnitude of these impacts or to determine appropriate mitigation.

1.        Impacts on Utility Systems

The northern alignment would cross the utility which provides primary electric service to
NSTI from Oakland. Construction of bridge piers*iles will impact this line both by direct
construction conflicts and by transmission of vibrations.  The EIS in paragraph 4.12, page 4-89,
provides a general comment that by design, protection or relocation, the impacts will be mitigated.
This is insufficient. The mitigation should state that the relocation of the line on to the new bridge 35would be part of the bridge construction design and cost, and should more specifically describe  the
methods that will be used to preserve electrical service during construction, and to fully replace the
utility. It should be made clear that measures would be chosen to assure continued accessibility to
facilities such  as the submarine electrical cable for purposes of repair.
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Section 4.12, Utilities Relocation, suggests that submarine utilities,  ".  . . would be avoided
to the greatest extent possible." Yet there is no discussion of the impact of a mishap causing
permanent damage to, say, the submarine cable which is the primary power source for TI and YBI.
This possibility should be addressed along with potential social impacts and mitigations since, 36without the primary feed, power would only be available on TI and YBI from a single back up line
and at substantially higher cost. Failure of the back up source could leave the islands without power
for an extended period, severely impacting existing and future residents, and resulting in financial
losses of many millions of dollars.

The Draft EIS also does not adequately address construction impacts on existing utility
systems on YBI. All alignments and detour structures will impact storm, sanitary and electric
underground systems. The primary sanitary collection system is pumped by a lift station on the south 37
side of the existing bridge through a line that crosses under Clipper Cove. Similarly, the electric
service is an underwater cable from TI to YBL  In general, the underground utility services are aging
and are susceptible to damage by any minor vibration. The construction activities, traffic, pile
construction and explosive demolition will cause significant breakage.  The EIS should include
specific mitigation that includes monitoring and protection measures, repair actions, and relocation
measures. Where utilities are to be affected in any way, the San Francisco Public Utilities 38
Commission should be consulted. Provision of construction utility services should also be
addressed.

Errors in the Draft EIS regarding utility services undermine its overall credibility.  For
example, paragraph 3-14, page 3-14, and paragraph 4.12. page 4-89, indicates that gas service to
TI/YBI is an underwater line from Oakland.  (In fact, the gas service comes from San Francisco.)
Paragraph 3.1.6, page 3-13, Water Supply, states that the water service line from EBMUD to YBI

39also supplies the toll plaza, Caltrans, EBMUD dechlorinating station and Oakland Army Base.
There is no separate line to these locations. Paragraph 3.1.6, page 3-13, Electrical Infrastructure:
the Navy owns a pole line along the south side of the approach to the bridge.  Near the inchne, the
line transitions underground to the underwater line (see EIS statement, third paragraph pg 4-89).

Finally, Section 4.12, Utilities Relocation, indicates that the water line serving TI and  YBI
which is located on the existing east span would be. "relocated, potentially to the new structures,
under the replacement alternatives." This statement should be expanded to make it clear that any
such relocation would be funded and executed as part of the proposed project. This Section also says
that the water line serving TI and YBI would be retained under the No-Build and Retrofit
alternatives. However, Caltrans has previously indicated to the Navy that retrofit of the existing span 40
would require relocation of the pump station associated with this line which is located inside pier
E23.  If this remains the case, this paragraph should be expanded to make it clear that any such
relocation would be funded and executed as part of the proposed project.
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2. Other Construction Impacts

The Draft EIS fails to adequately describe roadway access to and from construction staging
areas, or the location of barge access. If barges are used, where would these barges land? Would
dredging be required to permit barge access, or would temporary fill be placed to accommodate
landing areas? Where would the fill come from and where would it be disposed of? The Draft EIS
also fails to adequately describe the duration of road closures, specific conflicts with utilities and 41
related remedies, and the effect of construction noise and detours on the residential uses planned for
YBL The planned phasing of development on YBI should be considered in determining potential
receptors of impacts in all alternatives. For example, the number and character of trucks accessing
construction sites via Macalla and Treasure Island Roads should be explained, as well as related
impacts on the current and projected use of historic properties and nearby residences.

Caltrans, in its presentation to the Treasure Island Development Authority stated that massive
excavation would be required forthe temporary structures known as the north-north or north-south 42detours. These impacts have not been adequately described in the Draft EIS. In addition,
administrative offices and concrete batch plants are proposed (Draft EIS p. 2-21), yet the area
required for these facilities is not described, and nor are potential secondary impacts (noise, dust,
etc.).

Finally, the description of fire safety and emergency access to and from the bridge during
construction is also not adequately addressed. Temporary structures needed for construction of a  northern alignment would render the existing fire house inoperable, and the Draft EIS does not 43
provide for adequate mitigation. Emergency response teams must maintain a presence on YBI And
TI because the causeway connecting the islands has not been seismically retrofitted.

Please don't hesitate to call me at 558-6381 if I can answer any questions regarding these comments.

Sincere y,

Hif ,'. GR
Envijonmental Review Officer

cc. Annemarie Conroy
Maria Ayerdi
Kenn Parsons

[Attachments]
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November 22, 1998

Ms. Annemarie Conroy, Executive Director
Treasure Island Development Authority
410 Avenue of Palms, Treasure Island
San Francisco, CA 94130

RE: Bay Bridge Modified S-1 Alignment 898142XO

Dear Ms. Conroy:

At the request of the City and County of San Francisco, Korve Engineering, Inc. has evaluated
the San Francisco - Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project Draft Environmental
Impact  Statement/Statutory  Exemption  (EIS/SE),  the proposed alignments for the Bay Bridge
contained in this environmental document or provided to us through your office, and other
possible alternatives.  The goal of this study was to determine whether or not there is an
alignment, or alignments, which minimizes the impacts to the portion of the Treasure Island
Development on Yerba Buena Island, at the same time balancing impacts to the Port of
Oakland. The evaluation included an independent evaluation of engineering aspects and

           review of
the EIS/SE to evaluate relative environmental aspects of the alignments, with a goal

of providing the optimum engineering design with the minimum environmental impacts.

Based on the initial criteria of balancing TIP(Bl impacts with Port impacts, and an initial
engineering criteria of simplifying the geometry, KORVE developed a straight alignment from
YBI to Oakland, moving away from the TI/YBI development on the north, keeping as far as
possible from the future Port development on the south, and removing as many curves from the
alignment as possible. This alignment was then tested for areas impacted, areas available for
development, and evaluated against a variety of engineering related criteria. The alignment
appeared to be a success, except for the issue of the East Bay Municipal Utility District's
(EBMUD) sewer outfall. The relationship with the outfall was studied, and it is our professional
opinion that for a fraction of the cost of relocating the outfall, the bridge foundations can be
designed around the outfall pipe, any impacts to the pipe can be mitigated through appropriate
engineering design, and construction methods can be developed which avoid dredging in the
vicinity of the outfall pipe.

When the EIS/SE became available, we reviewed the alignments covered in the document,
including those withdrawn from consideration. We determined that the alignment we had
developed was similar to alignment S-1, which had been withdrawn because of the cost to
relocate the EBMUD sewer outfall. The primary differences from the S-1 alignment were the
YBI connections and the Oakland connections. The new alignment used the same curves to

A California Corporation With offices in:

155 Grand Avenue, Suite 400 San Francisco Los Angeles
Oakland, CA 94612 Sacramento San Bernardino
510-763-2929 San jose Cathedral City
510-834-5220 Fax Denver Salt Lake City
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connect to the tunnel on YBI that were proposed by Caltrans for the S-4 alignment, assuring
that it met the same design standards as the S-4 alignment.  The new alignment used a straight
connection to the Oakland side, with a single curve for each roadway, where the S-1 alignment
used multiple reversing curves. We dubbed our alignment the Modified S-1 Alignment.

The Modified S-1 Alignment Alternative is described as follows:

Replacement Alternative Modified S-1 would construct a 3,450-meter long (11,320-foot
long) new bridge south of the existing East Span and dismantle the existing structure.
(See the attached alignment graphic). The Modified S-1 alignment was developed to
minimize bridge length with the most direct alignment between YBI and Oakland, to
avoid use of the flat land to the north of the existing East Span on Yerba Buena Island,
while minimizing impacts to the Port of Oakland future development south of the existing
East Span on the Oakland "spit".

The Modified S-1 alignment begins at the eastern portal of the YBI tunnel. The existing
YBI East Viaduct would be retrofitted to Bent 48.  At Bent 48, the new structure

begins             with a new transition structOre separating the double-decked lanes into two barallel
structures. Outrigger "frame" supports would be used to support the upper deck
(westbound roadway) as the lower deck (eastbound roadway) transitions from
underneath. The two structures curve horizontally and vertically to become parallel
structures as they enter a tangent or straight section which extends to the Oakland
touchdown. The parallel structures reach the Oakland shore to the south of the existing
East Span. The westbound tangent connects directly to the existing curvature west of
the toll plaza, east of the bridge touchdown. The eastbound roadway curves to match
the existing roadway east of the bridge touchdown.

The Modified S-1 replacement alternative would consist of two parallel structures similar
to those proposed for the other replacement alternatives. The piers supporting the
eastbound roadway where it crosses the EBMUD outfall pipe would be outrigger "frame"
supports underwater to provide an opening through the foundation pilings for the outfall
pipe. Above water, the piers supporting the bridge would be the same as the other
replacement alternatives.

The height of the bridge, including the transition structure and the parallel structures,
would vary in elevation from 50 to 55 meters (164 to 180 feet) above MSL at the east
viaduct to 13 meters (43 feet) at the Oakland touchdown. The profile would be similar to
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the typical profile for the replacement alternatives presented in Figure 2-9 in Appendix A
of the EIS/SE, except that the grade from the high point to landfall on the Oakland "spit"
would be approximately 1.3 percent, with a steeper grade (in the range of 2 to 3
percent) to the touchdown. This modified profile was developed to provide clearance
under the bridge for the Key Pier Substation and the Bay Bridge Substation to remain in
place under the bridge. (The grade of the incline section of the existing East Span is
approximately 2.8 percent, and the existing East Span westbound starts with a grade of
approximately 4 percent from the toll plaza up to the transition crossing).

Some of the engineering advantages of the Modified S-1 alternative, compared to the other
replacement alternatives, are:

·            The bridge is 100 to 170 meters (330 to 560 feet) shorter than the other replacement
alternatives, making the bridge less costly to construct.

·         The alignment has only two curves, where the other replacement alternatives have 3 to
5 curves, making the bridge safer for traffic, and easier and less costly to design and

         construct.·         Each parallel bridge has only one curve located on the bHdge (the other cur*e- ist   ) 1 
east of the Oakland touchdown), and each of these curves is located on the rock of-YBI,   
making the bridge simpler to design for seismic loading, and easier and less costly to      \
construct.

·         The Young Bay Mud is shallower on the Modified S-1 and S-4 alignments, and deeper
on the N-6 alignment, making the bridge easier and less costly to design and construct.

•          The west piers of the Modified S-1 alignment are not in the "rock-wedge failure" zones
on the northeast point of YBI, making the pier design easier, and possible less costly to
construct even though located in deeper water than the northern alignment. The S-4
alternative west pier is also not in the "rock wedge failure zone", but it is in deeper water
than the Modified S-1 alternative, making it more costly to construct.

·         The Modified S-1 and S-4 alignments are not within the "debris flow failures and zones
of creeping soils" located on the east and north facing slopes of the northeast point,
making the YBI transition structure for the southern alternatives easier to design and
less costly to construct than the northern alternatives.

·           The construction of the Modified S-1 alignment on the Oakland "spit" will be completely  
on land, making it easier and less costly to construct than either of the other
replacement alternatives.

•           The simplification of the design will reduce the time required for the design and
construction, saving part or all of the time spent on the northern alternative.
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·          The westbound tangent west of the metering lights provides for the merge movements
to be made on a tangent or straight alignment, making the merge movements easier to
see, easier to drive and safer.

·          The westbound roadway alignment enters the tunnel with a single curve, instead of the
reversing curves of the N-6 alignment, making the transition easier to drive and safer.

·        The Modified S-1 alignment meets all Caltrans design standards.
·         The westbound detour bridge for the Modified S-1 and the S-4 alignments will be shorter

and less costly to construct than the northern alternatives, with reduced impacts north of
the existing bridge, because the westbound detour can connect to the existing bridge
farther west than the northern alignments connection to the new bridge.

·         The eastbound detour bridge for the Modified S-1 and S-4 alignments will be shorter
and less costly to construct than the northern alternatives because the eastbound detour
can connect to the new bridge at the proposed ramp gore. The northern alternatives
cannot connect to the proposed ramp gore because the new bridge cannot be
constructed until the existing bridge is removed.
The detour connection to the existing bridge for the Modified S-1 and S-4 alignments is
simpler and less costly to construct than the northern alternatives because it connects to        the truss, which can be supported from below. The northern alternatives corinection to
the existing bridge will be on the cantilever, which will require extensive modification to
allow a detour connection to the side of the bridge (note that the detour shown in the
EIS/SE will not work because the detour bridge, including the existing truss span which
would remain to support the detour connection, overlaps the new bridge).
Complete ramps, designed to Caltrans standards, can be added to the Modified S-1
alignment, and the S-4 alternative, without additional impacts to the TI/YBI development
area. The N-6 alternative already impacts the development area, so the addition of any
ramps north of the structure, which is required for standard westbound right exit and
right entrance ramps, will have additional impacts.

Some of the development impact advantages of the Modified S-1 alternative, compared to the
other replacement alternatives, are:

The area taken from the desirable flat land development area on YBI is reduced from
7.3 acres (32 % of the total area)  to 1.2 acres (5% of the total area).

·           The developable area on the desirable flat lands of YBI are increased from 15.6 acres to
21.7 acres, an increase of 40%.

·          The future development property of the Port of Oakland will not be impacted.  The
9 1                property previously thought to be Port of Oakland future development property will be

90 /
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part of an assembly to create a  1 6 acre East Bay Regional Park District (EBRPD) park.
Only the S-4 alignment will impact Port of Oakland future development property.

•           With the Modified S-1 alignment, half of the park will be north of the bridge and half
south.  With the N-6 alternative, all of the park will be south of the bridge.  With the S-4
alternative, most,of the park will be north of the bridge.

·          When the Port of Oakland develops their property in the future, they will only need to
relocate half of the park to their new shoreline.  With the N-6 alternative the Port will
have to relocate most of the park to the new shoreline.  With the S-4 alternative the Po
will have to relocate only the smaller south portion of the park to the new shoreline.

·         With the Modified S-1 alignment, the EBRPD park will have the benefits of both
shorelines, the south facing shoreline for views of the Port of Oakland, and the north
facing shoreline for views of the San Francisco Bay, San Francisco, the Golden Gate
Bridge, Alcatraz Island, Angel Island, Treasure Island, the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge
and the Emeryville Crescent. The available shoreline will be longer because less
shoreline will be under the bridge (about 360 feet). The N-6 alternative will have only a
south facing view, with reduced shoreline because more shoreline (about 2600 feet) will

                       be under
the bridge, fill or walls.  The S-4 alternative will have a north facing view, a

west facing view and a smaller south facing view, with about 1300 feet of shbreline
under the bridge. When the Port develops, the park's south view will be replaced by a
west view for all replacement alternatives.

•          The US Coast Guard (USCG) operations will not be adversely impacted by any of the
alternatives. Government operations buildings and facilities can be fully functional when
located under the bridge. Roadways and buildings will need to be relocated to
accommodate the bridge piers for the southern alignments. The USCG will prepare their
master plan after the bridge alignment is chosen.

Some of the environmental impact advantages of the Modified S-1 alternative, compared to the
other replacement alternatives, are:

·          With the Modified S-1 alternative, the view from the bridge for the entire East Span will
include a 360 degree view of the Bay and the scenery around the Bay, with the bridge in
front of the driver, which obstructs the view ahead, only blocking the view of the lower
portion of YBI (the scenic part of YBI is the top). The other replacement alternatives will
have views of some portion of the desirable scenery obstructed for the entire trip across
the East Span, although the portion blocked will vary from one part of the bridge to the
next.
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·         The Modified S-1 alignment requires no fill or piers, which are considered fill by the San
Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), in the Bay on the
Oakland shoreline. The Modified S-1 alignment bridges over the west shoreline which
does not have sensitive areas. The other replacement alternatives have both fill and
piers along the shoreline, and bridge over long stretches of shoreline (a bridges over
shoreline will degrade sensitive areas under the bridge).

·        The Modified S-1 and S-4 alignments do not impact the Resource Conservation Area,
including the large mudflats (sensitive habitat) and the major eelgrass beds (special
aquatic sites), along the north shoreline of the Oakland "spit".  The N-6 alternative either
places piers in or bridges over most of the mudflats and a large area of the eelgrass
beds. The Resource Conservation Area is habitat for the Saltmarsh Common
Yellowthroat and the Alameda Song Sparrow, both special concern species. The
mudflats are shorebird feeding habitat. The eelgrass beds are Pacific Herring spawning
habitat, a species which is monitored by and a concern of the California Department of
Fish and Game.

·        The Modified S-1 alignment allows a complete public access trail, including lookout
areas, bicycle path, roadway and parking, to be constructed with no

additional                    encroachment into the Bay. The other replacement altefnatives require additional fill in
the Bay to construct the trail, which may preclude its construction  due to environmental
impacts. The EIS/SE states that the northern alignment alternatives would preclude this
access area.

·         The Modified S-1 and S-4 alignments will not permanently impact the archaeological site
north of the existing bridge on YBI, but the northern alignments will permanently impact
the site.  This site may again yield prehistoric human remains (Native American),
making it a very significant site. A detour plan for the Modified S-1 alignment may be
possible which also avoids temporary impacts to this archaeological site. We were
unable to determine if this is possible since the location of the site is confidential.

·         The Modified S-1 and S-4 alignments move the bridge farther away from the Admiral
Nimitz House (Quarters  1), an historic property listed on the National Register of Historic
Places (NRHP), and the Senior Officers Quarters and the Torpedo Factory Building (No.
262), eligible for listing on the NRHP, reducing impacts over even the existing bridge.
The northern replacement alternative is closer to the Admiral Nimitz House and the
Senior Officers Quarters, and bridges over the Torpedo Factory Building, increasing
impacts to these historic structures.
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Based on evaluation of the engineering, development and environmental impacts of the
proposed alignment alternatives compared to the Modified S-1 alignment, I have concluded that
the Modified S-1 alignment is superior to all of the alignment alternatives proposed in the
EIS/SE. The Modified S-1 alignment provides a standard design, reduces construction costs,
provides more desirable area for development, and avoids the most serious adverse
environmental impacts. Avoiding impacts is recognized as being more desirable than mitigation
(see the September 1, 1998 letter from the United States Department of the Interior, Fish and
Wildlife Service which states that avoiding the impact is the first step in mitigation planning).

The additional cost of bridging the EBMUD outfall pipe will be offset by the cost savings of the
Modified S-1 alignment. If, after detailed study, it proves to be more feasible to relocate the
EBMUD outfall pipe than to bridge it, the avoidance and reduction of development and
environmental impacts would be worth the additional cost. The avoidance of environmental
impacts alone should require that the northern alignment be abandoned, and that the most

 
desirable southern alignment be developed and selected as the Project Preferred Alternative to
be carried forward to design and construction.  It is my opinion that the Modified S-1 alignment
should be the Project Preferred Alternative.      -

Please do not hesitate to call me or request a meeting to discuss these issues, or any other
questions you may have regarding the alignments or the EIS/SE.

Sincerely,
Korve Erlgirile ring, los-

»S-»/='044<<     t S  Duncan L. Jones' el
1 2 No. 48348  ,     rn

Duncan L. d6Mg, P.E. (SEAL)
\*  Exp 6(30 00 * 

Senior Civil Engineer »,2 05 /06>/
\OFCI,Li». -

CC: Maria Ayerdi, San Francisco Office of the Mayor
Joan Rummelsburg, Treasure Island Development Authority
Ken Y. Parsons, United States Navy
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Bay Bridge - Northern vs Southern Alignments
Comparison of Impacts

Comparison Item Alignment

Northern Southern

Proposed Bridge Alignment
1.ength of Bridge (max.) 3,500 Meters 3,400 Meters - save $2 Million

5 including reverse ctir'vcs 2 with no reversing
Number of Curves on the Alignment (combined with toll plaza merge) (Less accidents and seismically safer)

Construction Staging Impacts Developable Area Lesser Impacts

Effect on EBMUD Facility
Special straddle foundation over outflow pipe (Estimated $3

Outflow Pipeline Not impaded Million additional construdion cost)

Buildings Not impaded Air rights for bridge over EBMUD building

Area Under Bridge (Air Rights Take) N/A 5,100 SQ.M. (1.3 Acre)**

Effect on Treasure Island Electric Facility
Primary Service Line (25,000 KV) Special fozindation over electric line - cost $3 million Not Impacted

Effect on the Coast Guard Facility
Area Under Ramps & Bridge (Air Rights Take) 4,100 SQ. M. (1.0 Acre) ** 10.700 SQ.M. (2.6 Acres) **

Operational Impact Not Impaded Minor Impad

Effect on Historical Properties on Yerba Buena Islanil
Admiral Nimitz Home impmted Not  impacted

Torpedo House I ii,p:Irted Not impnc:ed
Parade Grounds imptit·ted Not inipacted

Area Under Ramps & Bridge (Air Rights Take) 29,6(Ill SC).Al. (7.3  Acres) " 4,80(1 SQ.M. (  1.2  Acre)  "
63,(IC)11 SO.AL (15.6 Acres) 87,8(10 SQ.M. (21.7 ikres)

Development Potential on Historic Property Seve:·ely rest,·it·teel                                                                                      Addition:,140% more l:11:11

Effect on Port of Oakland
Present Development Not impacted Not impaded

Land Take N/A 3,000 SQ.M. (0.8 Acre)

Area Under Bridge (Air Rights Take) N/A 8,800 SQ M. (2.2 Acres) **

404,900 SQ.M. (100 Acres) 393,100 SQ.M. (97 Acres)
Filt,ire Development Potential Not Impacted 3% less land

13ike Trail Can be provided Can be provided

Effect on Future Park Land
35,741(1 SQ.M. (H.H,icre i)

Available Land 19,811(1 SO.1 1. (4.9 Acl·es) Ailditional Nfl% more Innil
576 (1891) ft)

Shoreline Len0h 37 M (122 ft) 15 times more shot·eline
North View (Golden (:nle Bridge, Alcntraz Islnnd, Angel

Open Space View Smith  'lew (1'(irt of ():ikltind) Islanil. City of San  Frni,cisco, Trens,ire Isinnil, Riclimonil-
San Rat'uel Brld ge 111111 City of F.Ineryville & ete.)

**   Air riglits areas under bridge are usable for limited purposes, whicli nizist  be

approved by Caltrans.

10/13/98
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Ms. Annemarie Conroy
Executive Director Naomi E. Porat, Project Advisor

Treasure Island Development Authority
410 Palm Avenue, Room 229
Treasure Island
San Francisco, CA 94130

Dear Ms. Conroy:                                                                                                                                           :

Sedway Group is pleased to present our preliminary analysis ofthe economic impact of the northern

bridge alignment on Yerba Buena Island. The Yerba Buena Island properties evaluated in this analysis
include the Torpedo Factory, residential development, hotel/conference center, Nimitz House, and

Quarters 2 through 7 (or "Great Whites"), as illustrated in Exhibit  1.

The assumed location ofthe northern bridge alignment and ramps is illustrated in Exhibit 1 and based

on information from the Treasure Island Development Authority. Sedway Group estimated rental and

 
sales revenue ofthe above properties based onourresearch andreal estate experience in.San Francisco.

A summary ofour findings is included in Exhibits 2 through 6, with the detailed assumptions included
in the footnotes. All rent and sales estimates are in 1998 dollars. Thus, the loss from the restrictions on
the real estate at Yerba Buena Island may be greater, depending on inflation rates.

This letter with the attached exhibits summarizes our findings and conclusions regarding the permanent
economic losses and construction period losses attributed to the northern bridge alignment.

PERMANENT LOSSES ASSOCIATED WHH THE NORTHERN ALIGNMENT

The construction ofthe northern alignment bridge scenario will have permanent and significant impacts
on the development potential of Yerba Buena Island, as illustrated in Exhibit 1 and quantified in
Exhibits 2 through 5. The impact on job creation is presented in Exhibit 6. The following summarizes

key findings from this analysis. - 4
•           Under a southern alignment scenario, Sedway Group assumes in this analysis that rental and

sales revenue can be generated by the Torpedo Factory (an existing building with reuse

potential  as a restaurant or other commercial use), development of residential units on 6.4 net
acres of land, development ofa 150-room hotel/conference center, and leasing out the historic
Nimitz House and Quarters 2 through 7.

•             The value ofthe above properties is greatly reduced ifthe bridge is relocated to the north ofthe  existing bridge. In particular, under the northern alignment scenario, the Torpedo Building
could not be leased because ofsafety reasons, the number ofresidential units that could be built

Three Embarcadero Center. Suite 1150 | San Francisco, CA 94111   415.781.8900 | Fax 415.781.8118 | sedway@sedway.com
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is greatly reduced, the number of hotel rooms that could be developed is reduced, the Nimitz             
House becomes  less desirable, and several of the Quarters are not leasable given the location
of the ramps. As illustrated in Exhibit 1, the bridge would be located directly over a significant
portion of the easterly tip of Yerba Buena Island under the northern alignment scenario.

• Sedway Group estimated the total rental value of these properties assuming building rent for
the existing buildings (Torpedo Factory, Nimitz House, and Quarters 2 through 7) and ground
rent forthe future residential and hotel development. As detailed in Exhibit 3, the total potential
annual rent is estimated at $2.6 million under the southern alignment scenario. Under the
northern alignment scenario, this rent is only $363,000 to $474,000.77nLF, the annual rental
loss under the northern alignment scenario is estimated at $2.1 to $2.2 million.

• Sedway Group also estimated the sale value of the previously identified properties as a
capitalized indicator of income stream under both the southern alignment and northern align-
ment scenarios in Exhibit 4. Sedway Group estimated that the total value under the southern

alignment scenario is $26.6 million. The sale value under the northern alignment is
significantly reduced as a result of the assumed inability to occupy buildings such as the
Torpedo Factory and several of the Great Whites. Also, the value of the residential area is

greatly reduced because the estimated number of developable units declines. As previously
mentioned, under the northern alignment scenario, a majority of the residential area would be
underneath the bridge and not suitable for housing. The estimated sale value under the northern
alignment area is only $3.8 to $5.0 million, due to the development restrictions. Overall,
Sedway Group estimated that the  sale value  of the  Yerba Buena Island properties is reduced
by $21.6 to $22.8 million under the northern alignment scenario. 0

•               Additionally, the City willlose property tax revenues and TOT tax revenues due to the reduced

development potential of Yerba Buena Island under the northern alignment scenario. As
illustrated in Exhibit 5, the estimated annual sales tax is $308,000 under the southern alignment
compared to only $44,000 to $58,000 under the northern alignment scenario.  77#Ls, due to the
lower sale value of the properties identified in Exhibit 4. the estimated property tax is
approximately $260,000 less under the northern alignment scenario.

•        The hotel transient occupancy tax (TOT) will also be lower under the northern alignment
scenario. TOT is calculated at 14 percent of room revenue. Funds from TOT accrue to the
City's general fund and the hotel tax fund, which provides revenue to organizations such as the
Yerba Buena Visitor Center, Asian Art Museum, and affordable housing. As illustrated in
Exhibit 5, Sedway Group calculated the annual room revenue under the southern alignment
scenario at $7.4 million. Thus, the annual TOT is approximately $1.03 million, assuming a
southern bridge alignment. The annual room revenue and TOT will be lower under the northern

alignment, assuming fewer rooms could be developed and the room rate would be lower due
to the proximity of the bridge. Sedway Group estimates the annual room revenue at $4.1
million and TOT at $570,000, assuming the northern alignment scenario. 77:us, the los ofTOT
is approximately $460,000 annually. Further, although we did not calculate an amount, the
gross receipts would also be lower.

•     The northern alignment's scaled-down development concept also translates into fewer

permanent and construction-relatedjobs. The southern alignment's 150 hotel rooms and
12,000            

square feet of restaurant space translates  into an estimated 147 permanent jobs, as shown in           
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                               Exhibit 6. Iii coiltrast. tile tiorthern aligilitielit. with 100 rootiis :ind no viable restatiraiit space.
is projected to generate otil>  about halt' 01' the sc)utherti aligliment seen:irio's elliployinent
opportu n i ties. or 75 jobs. U,ider the m,rilicm ,ilig,iment sce,iurio. Secliray Grozip pri)jects a lc,ss
of 72 full-titite pernia,te,it jobs.

CONSTRUCTION PERIOD LossES

Based on our initial research, the construction o ftlie bridge alignment, temporary bridge. and ramps will
be very disruptive to Yerba Buena Island and Treasure Island. This disruption will result in additional
loss of rental income on both islands as well as a loss in associated taxes. Further. there will be a loss
in one-time construction-related jobs. The following is a summary of some of the potential economic

impacts of the construction period losses.

•          In addition to the permanent loss of $2.1 to $2.2 million in rent under the northern alignment
scenario, there will be a loss in revenue because during the bridge construction period the
residential and hotel development will likely be stalled, the Nimitz House will not be usable.
and Great Whites will be even less desirable. Assuming that the only revenue during this five-
year period under the northern alignment scenario will be derived from renting three of the
Great Whites at a reduced rate of $2,500 per month, the total annual rental income \\ould be
$90,000 compared with $363,000 to $474.000 after construction is complete. Thus,  the
incremental annual rental loss on Yerba Buena Island, above the permanent loss of 52.1  to 52.2
million, is estimated at 5273,000 to 3384,000 during the construction period. Assuming afive-

                                         year construction period, the total increniental loss is estimated at Sl.4 to Sl.9-million wider
the northern alignnient scenario.

•        In addition to rental payments, the City z,ill also lose revenues from the inability to collect
hotel taxes (TOT) and property taxes. Under the northern alignment scenario, the annual loss
of TOT tax is estimated at approximately 5570,000. This estimate, calculated in Exhibit 5, is
based on 1 0 0 rooms at a S 1 5 0 average daily rooin rate, a 7 5 percent occupancy, and 14 percent
TOT rate. The total annual loss of property taxes is estimated at $44,000 to 358.000. assuming
a 1.16 percent tax rate and total propert>  value of $3.8 to $5.0 million under the northern
alignment scenario (see Exhibit 5)..Assunti,ig this annual loss coittinues for live years. the total
loss due to the lack of TOT and property taxes from Yerba Buena Island derelopment may be
as high as 53.1 inillio,1, iii addition to tile permanent loss of approximately S720,000 atinually.

•      The construction of the bridge realignment will also impact Treasure Island because of
increased noise and congestion. Currently. the C ity of San Francisco rece i ves S 1.1 m i l l ion from
film studios tliat are attracted to the island because Qf the lack of noise. The City is also iii the
process of selecting an operator forthe Treasure Island Marina. which will generate significant   -
antitial revenues. The bridge construction. particularly under the northern alignment scenario.
\\'ill likely liinit tile marina revenue. The ccinscruction tioise nicky reduce revenue fr()111 tize.fil,1
.w m h c ).5 ()11 Trect.,ure Ishu,cl by its /,titch ots 55 /,tillic„i (A'er Lt./A .1-.1 L1ur perkxl.

•           1 Jilder the ilortliern aligtillient, tliere K ill also be a loss of otie-tiliie construction jobs related to
tile re„ resideliti:11 dese|opmelit identified c)11 Exhibits I aiid 3..·\s illustrated iii Exhibit 6. the
ct,listructil),1 01' tlie estinlated 238 11111|ti|.lillily housillg litlits under tile Sc)litlierli aligritilerit
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scenario is projected to generate 262 one-time construction-related jobs. In contrast,
under the            northern alignment, the potential numberof new multifamily units is greatly reduced due to the

location of the bridge. As previously indicated, we estimate that 0 to 32 multifamily units are
feasible under the northern alignment scenario. At this level of development, 0 to 29 one-time
construction-related jobs would be created. Thus, the loss of construction-related jobs is
estimated at 232 to 262 jobs under the northern alignment scenario, in addition to the 72
permanent jobs.

•       In summary, the total construction period losses from loss of rental income, TOT taxes,
property taxes, and film studio revenue may be as high as $2 million annually, or $10 million
for the estimated five-year period.

Our findings are preliminary and the economic loss may be greater depending on Caltrans' need for
additional set-backs under the northern alignment scenario. It may be useful to obtain expert opinions
on the required set-backs given noise and safety considerations.

We appreciate the opportunity to work on this important project. Please call if you have any questions
regarding this analysis.

Sincerely,

6 / C.     0Alan C. Billingsley, lizab Allen u inelli
Principal Prino' al

ACB:EAP/nam
Enclosure
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D

D

SEDWAY GROUP
Real Estate and Urban Economics

D.D                                      ASSUMPTIONS AND GENERAL LIMITING CONDITIONS

D Sedway Group has made extensive efforts to confirm the accuracy and timeliness of the information
D                                contained in this study. Such information was compiled from a variety ofsources, including interviews

with government officials, review of City and County documents, and other third parties deemed to be
reliable. Although Sedway Group believes all information in this study is correct, it does not warrant

D                                        the accuracy of such information and assumes no responsibility for inaccuracies  in the information by

I third parties. We have no responsibility to update this report for events and circumstances occurring
after the date of this report. Further, no guarantee  is mad6 as to the possible effect on development of
present or future federal, state or local legislation, including any regarding environmental or ecological

V matters.

D

D                   The accompanying projections and analyses are based on estimates and assumptions developed in
connection with the study. In turn, these assumptions, and their relation to the projections, were

D developed using currently available economic data and other relevant information. It is the nature of

I forecasting, however, that some assumptions may not materialize, and unanticipated events and
circumstances may occur. Therefore, actual results achieved during the projection period will likely
vary from the projections, and some of the variations may be material to the conclusions ofthe analysis.

I

  Contractual obligations do not include access to or ownership transfer ofany electronic data processing

  files, programs or models completed directly for or as by-products of this research effort unless

                       explicitly
so agreed as part of the contract.

This report may not be used for any purpose other than that for which it is prepared. Neither all nor any

part of the contents of this study shall be disseminated to the public through publication advertising
media, public relations, news media, sales media, or any other public means ofcommunication without

D prior written consent and approval of Sedway Group.
D

D

D

D

D

I

D
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Exhibit 2
Analysis of Impact on Yerba Buena Island Real Estate Properties

New Bridge Southern Alignment vs. Northern Alignment (1)
1998 Dollars

Property Southern Alignment Northern Alignment Annual Rental Varlance Sale Varlance

Torpedo Factory
Annual Rent $288,000 $0 -- $0 ($288,000) - ($288,000)
Sale Value $3,200,000  $0 - $0 ($3,200,000) - ($3.200,000)

Residential
Annual Rent $1.296,000    $0 - $96,000 ($1,296,000) -    ($1,200,000)
Sale Value $12,960,000     $0 - $960,000 ($12,960,000) - ($12,000,000)

Hotel/Conference Center
Annual Rent $513,281 $182,500 - $182,500 ($330,781) -     ($330,781)
Sale Value $5,132,813 $1,825,000 - $1,825,000 ($3,307,813) - ($3,307,813)

NImltz House
Annual Rent $117,000    $0 - $15,600 ($117,000) -     ($101,400)
Sale Value                 i            $1,300,000                        $0 - $173,333 ($1,300.000) - ($1,126,667)

Quarters 2-7
Annual Rent $360,000 $180,000 - $180.000 ($180,000) - ($180,000)
Sale Value $4,000,000 $2,000,000 - $2,000,000 ($2,000,000) - ($2.000,000)

Total Rental $2,574,281 $362,500 $474,100 ($2,211.781) - ($2,100,181)
Total Sale Value $26,592,813 $3,825,000 $4,958,333 ($22,767,813) - ($21,634,479)

Notes
(1) See detailed analysis on Exhibits 3 and 4 for notes.

Sources: Treasure Island Development Authority and Sedway Group.
D:\EA\1998\17298\[Real Estate Impact.xts]Fiscal[ep]



Exhibit 3
Analysis of Impact on Yerba Buena Island Real Estate Properties

New Bridge Southern Alignment vs. Northern
Alignment                                                                             1998 Dollars

Property Southern Alignment Northern Alignment

Torpedo Factory
Land Area (acres) 1.5 1.5

Building SF 12,000 12,000

Rent(NNN)/MontIVSF (2)                    $                  2.00        $
Annual Rent $ 288,000        S
Annual Rental Variance                                                          $             (288,000)

Residential
i Net Land Area (acres) 6.4 6.4 6.4
'

Units per Acre (3)                                                                                 45                                                 0                            5

  Number of Units 288                     0           32

Value/Unit (4) $ 45,000 $ 30,000  $     30.000

Sale Value $           12.960,000 $ -    $   960,000

Annual Rent (5)                                  $            1,296,000 $ - $ 96,000
Annual Rental Variance S                      (1,296,000)     $     (1,200,000)

Hotel/Conference Center
i Number of Rooms (6) 150 100

Square Foot/Room 500 500

Total Square Foot 75,000 50,000

Average Daily Room Rate (7)                $                    180 $ 150                  '

Other Revenue Per Room(8)                   $                        45
Occupancy 75% 75%

Operating Expense (7) 75% 80%

:
Net Operating income $ 2,309,766 $ 821,250

Capitalization Rate 9% 9%

Capitalized Value $            25.664,063 $ 9,125,000

Sale Value (land = 20% CV)) $ 5,132,813 $ 1,825,000

Annual Rent (5) $ 513,281 $ 182,500
Annual Rental Variance                                                          $             (330,781)

Nimitz House
Spedal Even ear (9)                                                    104                                      0                   26
Rent per Event                                       $ 1,500 800 800     :

i Rent per Year $ 156.000 $ -    $    20,800  "

Expenses (25% revenue) $ (39,000) S -    $     (5.200)

Annual Rent (net) $ 117,000 $ S    15,600

Annual  Rental  Variance                                                                                                 S                       (117,000)    $        (101,400)

Quarters 2-7
Rent per Month (10) $ 30,000 $ 15.000

Annual Rent (net) $ 360,000 $ 180,000
Annual Rental Variance                                                                 S               (180,000)

Total Annual Rent (rounded)                  $            2,600,000 $ 363,000 $ 474,000
Total Annual Rent Variance (rounded) $          (2,200,000)

Molesl                                          :

(1) This preliminary analysis is based on Sedway Group's understanding of the allowable real estate uses on Yerba Buena
Island and the anticipated impact from the proposed northern alignment We assume that under the southern alignment the
above development program is possible. In some cases. Seaway Group provided a range of values for the northern alignment

: scenario because of the difficulty of accurately projecting the ultrnate impact at this time.

(2) Assume that with the proposed northern alignment located direcuy above the Torpedo Factory the building cannot be

occupied for safety and noise reasons.

(3) Assume #Iat wi  the proposed northern alignment bisecting tle 6.4 acre residential area the development potential will be
reduced from 45 units per acre to 0 units per acre (no allowed development) to 5 units per acre (or 32 units total). depending o

me height of Uie bridge and ramps as well as he location of the pilings and Cal Trans' required sat backs.                                     '

(4) Assume that with the closer proximity of the bridge. the land value per unit declines from $45.000 per unit to $30,000 per

unit These values include a view premium. offset by a discount for access and proximity to ele bfidge.

(5) Assume ground lease rent at 10 percent of land value.

(6) Assume that the number of hotel rooms will be limited by ule loca6on of e,e norolem alignment bridge and ramps.

Esornated reduction is 33 percent ora 100 room hotel vs. a 150 room hotel.

(7) Assume that the average daily rate is lower under the north em alignment scenario because of increased noise, etc.
Expense ratio is higher with smaller hotel.
(8) Assume that other revenue includes food and beverage. telephone, etc and equals 25 percent of room revenue.

(9) Assume that under the northern alignment scenario that the number of events per year ranges from 0 to 26 rather than the
current esimate of 104 per year because of the proximity of the bridge and ramps.

( 10) Assume u'lat under the southern alignment scenano. each of uie six homes are rented for $5,000 per month. tnple net        ·                                                 0

Assume hat under the norel alignment scenario Miree of uie homes are not rentable given me locabon of the bridge and ramps

Sources: Treasure Island Development Authority and Sedway Group
D:\EA\1998\17295\(Real Es:ate impact-xlsIRcnt Variance Dcuil(cpj



Exhibit 4

Analysis of Impact on Yerba Buena Island Real Estate Properties - Sale Values
New Bridge Southern Alignment vs. Northern Alignment

1998 Dollars

Property Southern Alignment Northern Alignment

Torpedo Factory
Annual Rent (1) $ 288,000         $              -

Capitalization Rate 9.0% 9.0%

Sale Value                                           $ . 3,200,000          $                -
Sale Value Variance $ (3,200,000)

Residential
Number of Units 288                 0           32

Value/Unit (1) $ 45,000 $ 30,000 $ 30,000

Sale Value $ 12,960,000          $                - $ 960,000

Sale Value Variance $     (12,960,000)   $ (12,000,000)

Hotel/Conference Center
Net Operating Income (1) $ 2,309,766 $ 821,250

Capitalization Rate 9% 9%

Capitalized Value $ 25,664,063 $ 9,125,000

Sale Value (land = 20% CV)) $ 5,132,813 $ 1,825,000

                Sale Value
Variance $        (3,307,813)

Nimitz House
Annual Rent (net) (1) $ 117,000          $                - $ 15,600

Capitalization Rate 9% 9% 9%

Sale Value (2) $ 1,300,000          $                - $ 173,333

Sale Value Variance $         (1,300,000)     $    (1·,126,667)

Quarters 2-7
Annual Rent (net) (1) $ 360,000 $ 180,000

Capitalization Rate 9% 9%

Sale Value $ 4,000,000 $ 2,000,000
Sale Value Variance (2,000,000)

Total Sale Value (rounded) $ 26,600,000 $ 3,800,000 $ 5,000,000
Total Sale Value Variance (rounded) (22,800,000) (21,600,000)

AkaBS

(1) See  Exhibit 3.
(2) Assume not available for sale. Sale variance for Nimitz House is for illustrative purposes only.

Sources: Treasure Island Development Authority and Sedway Group.

D:\EA\1998\17298\[Real Estate Impactxts]Rent Variance Detail[ep]



Exhibit 5
Comparison of Property Tax and TOT

New Bridge Southern Alignment vs. Northern Alignment
1998 Dollars

Southern Alignment Northern Alignment Variance

Property Tax
Total Sales Value (1) $26,592,813 $3,825,000 -- $4,958,333
Annual Property Tax (at 1.16% of Value) $308,477 $44,370 -- $57,517 $250,960     --     $264,107

Hotel Tax (TOT)
Hotel Rooms 150 100

Average Daily Rate $180 $150

Occupancy 75% 75%
Annual Room Revenue $7,391,250 $4,106,250
Annual  TOT  (at  14%  of  Room Revenue) $1,034,775 $574,875 $459,900

Total Property Tax and TOT $1,343,252 $619,245 - $632,392 $710,860 - $724,007

Notes

(1) See Exhibit 2.
Sources: Treasure Island Development Authority and Sedway Group.
D:\EA\1998\17298\[Real Estate Impact.xts]Fiscal[ep]



Exhibit 6
Comparison of Potential Employment Creation

Southern and Northern Bay Bridge Alignment Development Scenarios
November 1998

-.,: .:1..Lid   ·7£24. i:wfi: ph: .14: . 3r<2.,fl:...  :I.'I-,:*.12: . I.fff     *.2:&1:.40.  .hg :  113180»f.m.-91-;"I: ::: *9:.   bl :1 1 ·· -:
'' Ebib'691'iidnt Cbnipdriafit 1,:.i'':·3.i, i .32:'.' '.3 'iRP*..: 56::  :.,4. :  8:*ligni«e'iit49*:i*liOKATedt *-·3:399-: Variarice :- -

Permanent Employment
Hotel

Number of Rooms 150 100

Employees per Room (1) Q.ZS 0_.ZS
Total Permanent Hotel Employment 113      75            38

Restaurant
Restaurant Area (sq.ft.) 12,000             0
Sq.Ft. per Employee (2) 25Q 350
Total Permanent Restaurant Employment                   34           0                   34

Total Permanent Employment 147 75            72

One-Time Construction-Related Employment
  Residential Construction                                                                    , .

Total Housing Units (3) 288 0 -32

Total One-Time Employment (4) 262 0 -29 232-262

*Notes and Sources:
(1) Employment density based on a suivey of operators of several proposed San Francisco-area hotels.
(2) Employment density based on Association of Bay Area Governments, "Input-Output Model and

Economic Multipliers for the San Francisco Bay Area, 1991"
(3)   Assumes a 6.4-acre development site and a density of 45 units/acre for the Southern Alignment, and

0 to 5 units per acre for the Northern Alignment.
(4) Assumes for-sale multifamily product, with a development cost of $200,000 per unit, direct costs of

70% of development cost, and labor cost of 50% of direct costs. Direct costs were converted to direct
construction employment estimates based on a 1998 daily compensation rate of $321  and a 48
week work year. This annual compensation figure includes benefits and is an average for all
construction trades. Source: The 1996 International Construction Costs and Reference Data
Yearbook.

Source: Sedway Group.
0:\19198.WK4   [A]  KWF, 10/98 11-Nov-98
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SF Reuse Plan with New Bridge, Ramps & Temp Bridge

„1

'- -* Existing nrldge
Opportunity f M restaurnnt/studo/retall \ to Onklnnd
sp*e at the historic To:peclo F*ctory.   -

UveN•o,k studios       ---         .  -/  .-

Artison cottz,ges shielded by-             ·-                                           ..=  ri·oposect
larger buildings from no la /

Imp*ts reisted to the
/' New Bii(lite

Bay Bridge will, Ramt,s

i     ./-a . 1    '*..

.-%.    t        , 7       .     1
a. .4    F

Opporittiltly 10, n Lpfge ·--- '" "·- , , ..2.-

footprint blilltling or™nhy:t .C
 ra -4, ·* I-' to  Cll pper  Cown  rtnd a"11 f .......=9from th, 11*y 11:idge.                                                                         0                                .  . 2" .4,:. . . .

.. A-               ..'.9,4Map Legend                   ' . .5 4 .....™,:

       , Existlng Navy Buildings \6/.
.      -
. I

  Exioting USCG 04,11:lings 1. ·A
I        ..-61

....      S.·-"-6    -:,         I...< ...1'.,3.  . ···,. ·:- -: I'
El Proposod City Buildings '6.=. E i    &r*i

6

Illustrative Plan - Easterl 
friphi *18*85 :

1 '*11 . :;      -       «, ,       ..  .... S741:...... 9.3-...:. .....; .r'.2...'...:, '        . . .        9

1

4                                                                                                                                       1



SF Reuse Plan with New Bridge & Temporary Bridge Overlaid
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Ms. Mara Melandry

              Environmental ManagerDistrict 4
California Department of Transportation
111 Grand Avenue
Oakland, CA 94623 23 November 1998

Dear Ms. Melandry:

I am a research geologist with ten years experience investigating the geology of
the San Francisco Bay-River estuary.  I have conducted studies of the geology of bay
sediments and depth to bedrock in the Bay Bridge area for Caltrans, the US Navy
(EFA-West) and US Geological Survey. This letter addresses geological conditions of
San Francisco Bay between Yerba Buena Island and Oakland and reviews favorable and
unfavorable geological factors affecting routes for the replacement span of the eastern
San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge.   None of the geological factors presented here are
controversial and all the geological evidence compiled here is derived from data
published or distributed by Caltrans staff.  The net influence of geological factors on
bridge cost and seismic performance are beyond'the scope of this letter, and evaluation
of those issues requires the. merging of studies by geotechnical engineers, structural
engineers and geologists.  It is my recommendation that comparative costs and seismic
performance of north and south bridge alignments be tabulated by an independent
reviewer before the final bridge alignment is selected.

Bedrock Geology of Yerba Buena Island

Yerba Buena Island is a competent bedrock highland. The Island rises steeply

                      from
the shoreline to a height of 300 feet. Beneath the Bay, bedrock drops more

steeply to a depth of approximately 300 feet below Mean Lower Low Water (MLLW).
Below 300 feet bedrock slopes gently away from Yerba Buena Island. A separate 100-
foot-high bedrock highland comprises the eastern point of Yerba Buena Island and
underlies the existing Bay Bridge alignment (Figure 1). Although the east point of the
Island is relatively narrow above water, the point is subtended by a broad north-
trending bedrock shoulder. The shoulder is parallel to an ancient north-directed river
drainage beneath the Bay. Existing bridge pier E2 rises from the bedrock shoulder in
water depths of 10 to 20 feet. Caltran's determinations of the geometry of the bedrock
surface at depths of 25,50, and 75 meters below MLLW are illustrated in Figure  1
(Caltrans, 1997; Williams and Taylor, 1995). This Figure illustrates a finding that the
bedrock geometry of Yerba Buena Island is equivalent for the northern and southerly
bridge alignments.

Depth to firm soils north and south of the Bay Bridge

Depth to the base of the Young Bay Mud has been mapped to a high level of detail
along the eastern 7500 feet of the San Francisco-Oakland-Bay Bridge (Trask and
Rolston, 1951). That study was initiated because of a 20 foot settlement of the northern
side of the Bay Bridge toll plaza mole in 1947/48. Young Bay Mud is an essentially
unconsolidated formation, having been continuously saturated since deposition, and
cannot support piles or foundations (Trask and Rolston, 1951). Trask and Rolston
discovered that the natural Bay fill of an ancient channel of Temesecal Creek increased
the thickness of Young Bay Mud by a factor of 2 to 4 on the north side of the mole and
Bridge.  The base of the Young Bay Mud marks a prominent transition down to much

 
denser, consolidated soils of the Merrit/Posey and San Antonio (Old Bay Mud)
formations. Along the eastern 6000 feet of the existing span, depth to dense soil is 20
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to 40 feet below MLLW across alignments south of the bridge, but along the
north                                     alignment, depth to firm soil is 50 to 80 feet below MLLW (see Figure 1).

I have been informed by Caltrans and UC Berkeley engineers that equivalent
seismic performance can be obtained from bridge piers at a range of heights above
bearing sediment, but it is evident that foundation and tower design must be
strengthened to accommodate increasing height. Along the eastern 6000 feet of the
north alignment, bearing sediment is located 20 to 60 feet deeper than along the south
alignment.  I presume therefore that achieving equivalent seismic performance along the
north (N6) alignment will require significantly increased foundation and tower
structure. A south alignment therefore appears to achieve the best available seismic
performance and will probably reduce the cost of construction.

In conclusion, geological conditions favor southerly bridge routes insofar as:

1) bedrock extends at least as far from Yerba Buena Island along the southerly
alignments as along the north alignment (N6).

and

2) depth to bearing soil is 20 to 60 feet less along southerly alignments as along
the north alignment (N6).

I will be most happy to meet with you or your staff if you wish to discuss any of these
findings in more detail.

Yours respectfully,

Patrick L. Williams PhD.
Geologist
2420 Curtis Street
Berkeley, CA 94702

References cited:

Trask, P.D and J.W. Rolston, 1951, Engineering Geology of San Francisco Bay
California, Bull. Geol. Soc. Am., 62, 1079-1110.

California Department of Transportation (Presentation by Mr. Denis Mulligan). 2 June
1997, Document distributed to MTC Engineering and Design Advisory Panel, "Top of
Bedrock Elevation (in meters) from Seismic Reflection Data." Handout Figure.

Williams, P.L., and P. Taylor, 18 April 1995, Report to Mr. Ed Leivas, Chief,
Structures Foundation Branch, California Department of Transportation: "Seismic
Stratigraphy and Bedrock Depth, Eastern Span, San Francisco - Oakland Bay Bridge
Report to Caltrans." 8 pages.

Attachment  1: "Map of North, South Adjacent and Direct
Alignments for new Bay                                              

Bridge."
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Patrick L. Williams
Berkeley, California
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Figure 1.  Map of North, South Adjacent, and South Direct alignments for SFOBB replacement span.

A)  Note the uniform bedrock depths along each alignment Adjacent to Yerba Buena Island.

B) Note that firm foundation material is 2 to 4 times deeper along most of the north alignment.

Attachment to letter dated 23 November, 1998
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-Cimairm LANDMARKS PRESERVATION ADVISORY BOARD
1660 MISSION STREET, STH FLOOR, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103-2414

2#,8.3 41
TEL (415) 558-6345•  FAX. (415) 558-6409

November 9, 1998

Ms. Hillary E. Gitelman
Environmental Review Officer
San Francisco Planning Department
1660 Mission Street, Fifth Floor
San Francisco, CA 94103-2414

RE: Comments on Ban Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span
Seismic Safety Project Draft EIS

Dear Ms. Gitelman:

These comments on the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span
Seismic Safety Project Draft EIS are presented on behalf of the
San Francisco Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board (MLandmarks
Board"), which addressed this matter in its hearing on November
4,   1998.- We understand  from our brief ing by Planning Department
staff that you will incorporate these comments into a
consolidated set of comments of the City and County of San
Francisco on the Draft EIS.  We appreciate this opportunity to
review and comment on this document for such an important public
works project with regional significance as well specific
importance to the City and County of San Francisco.

1.  Historic Architectural Resources.
We acknowledge and appreciate the attention given to

the historic architectural resources located on Yerba Buena
Island within the APE described on pages 3-84 through 3-87 of the 3la
DEIS and concur with the authors and the SHPO that the resources
identified as not yet listed are eligible for listing on the
National Register of Historic Places.

2.  Adverse Effects on Historic Architectural Buildincs.

In considering the issue of adverse effects on historic
architectural resources under the alignment alternatives, the
DEIS should give more attention to the fact that with the 3lb
anticipated turn-over of Yerba Buena Island and Treasure Island
to civilian control, the historic buildings on Yerba Buena Island
will be available for adaptive re-use and also become more

-'             accessible   to the public for viewing. The relative closeness   of



Comments on Draft EIS for San Francisco-oakland Bay Bridge Span
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the Bridge right-of-way to the historic resources which remain
after the new Bridge construction under the various alignment
alternatives can affect the severity of noise and atmospheric 3lb
impacts and visual distraction for the users and visitors to the Cont.
historic buildings as well as for the public at large coming to
Yerba Buena Island. Specific concerns were expressed about
adverse impacts on Building 262, especially if the building would
be sacrificed through demolition as part of the project when the
right-of-way alignment is finalized.

3.  Mitigation Measures.

We note on pages 4-85 through 4-87 that mitigation
measures will be stipulated in a Memorandum of Agreement and that
local governments and historic preservation organizations will
have opportunities to participate in the development of
mitigation measures. While our Landmarks Board last year was
given an early opportunity to participate in the Section 106
review process for this project, we note from Pages 4-86 and 4-87 31cthat there have been more recent consultations with the Oakland
Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board and its staff, and we have
been alerted by calls from the oakland Landmarks Preservation
Advisory Board that our San Francisco Landmarks Board should be
more involved in reviewing more recent developments. This letter
is notice that the San Francisco Landmarks Board is interested in
participating in the finalization of mitigation measures for
predicted adverse impacts on historic architectural buildings.

4.  Alternatives.

In our hearing on November 4, 1998, the Landmarks Board
expressed consensus support for a recommendation that the EIS
process analyze the environmental implications of another
alignment alternative which was described in the San Francisco
Chronicle on November 2, 1998 as a southern alignment designed by
Korve Engineering.  A copy of the article, including graphic 3ld
illustrations of the proposed southern alignment compared to the
northern alignment plan, is attached. Such a southern alignment
would move the new Bridge right-of-way away from the historic
buildings on Yerba Buena Island and thus promote and enhance
preservation of these historic resources through adaptive re-use.
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Sinc

11. »
DANIEL F. REIDY
President

Attachment: Article in San Francisco Chronicle, Nov. 2, 1998

cc: Members of the Landmarks Board
Office of Mayor Willie Brown
Helaine Kaplan Prentice, staff to the Oakland Landmarks

Preservation Advisory Board



Volume 11: Section 1 DEIS Comments and Responses
City and County of San Francisco Planning Department  11/23/1998

               City and County of San Francisco Planning Department Letter dated
11/23/1998

Comment 1
The EIS is consistent with the intent of Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)
regulations Section 1502.14(a) in that it explores and evaluates a reasonable range of
alternatives.  The EIS also is consistent with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) in that alternatives that were eliminated from study have been briefly discussed
and the reasons for their elimination have been provided (please see response to
Comment 3 below). A screening of alternatives, including a No-Build Alternative, was
conducted, as summarized in Section 2.7 - Alternatives Considered and Withdrawn.
The screening process resulted in the definition of four build alternatives, including the
Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative and Replacement Alternatives N-2, N-6, and S-4.
This range of alternatives was presented to NEPA/404 Integration Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) signatories and participants at a series of meetings.  The
participants concurred in the range of alternatives to be considered in the DEIS (see
concurrence letters in Appendix F- NEPA/404 Integration Process).

Caltrans has conducted environmental and engineering studies for each of the
alternatives presented in the DEIS. Engineering studies included preparation of plan
and profile drawings of each alternative (see aerial-based plans in Appendix A).
Design studies were conducted for each alternative to determine feasibility, resulting in

                 Comment
3 below). These studies were undertaken for certain project elements

some cases in the withdrawal of some alternatives from consideration (see response to

including evaluation of temporary detour options on YBI for each replacement
alternative, assessment of column locations, alignment refinement studies at the
Oakland Touchdown to avoid or minimize impacts to natural resources and buildings,
and feasibility of placement of the main span tower for each replacement alternative.

CEQ regulations (Section 1502.14(e)) permit the agency preparing the NEPA statement
to identify a preferred alternative or alternatives, if one or more exists, in the draft
statement.  At the time the DEIS was prepared, the Preferred Alternative had not been
identified. Caltrans and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) identified the
Preferred Alternative after publication of the DEIS and consideration of the comments
received during the public circulation of the DEIS. Comments received during the 60-
day public circulation period are presented in this volume.

The general alignment and design variations of the MTC locally preferred option match
Replacement Alternative N-6. This alternative was subjected to the alternatives
screening process and was included in the range of alternatives considered in the
DEIS that was approved by NEPN404 signatories.  The MTC recommendation was
made prior to Caltrans/FHWA's identification of the Preferred Alternative.  MTC's
recommendation is considered advisory as are the preferred options of other agencies.

In cooperation with the MTC Task Force and EDAP deliberations, Caltrans has
conducted risk design studies for the MTC locally preferred alignment. This request

San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project FEIS Page  1 -230
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                    was made
of Caltrans prior to preparation of the DEIS. The relationship of the MTC

recommendation and the NEPA process is explained in the Preface to the EIS.

Information generated from moving forward with risk design on a single alignment was
incorporated into the design of each of the replacement alternatives addressed in the
DEIS.  Not all information for a single alternative can be transferred to other
replacement alternatives. However, risk design data for a single alternative was useful
and applicable to key elements of all replacement alternatives including:

• Seismic reliability of the replacement structures;
• Conceptual costs;
•    Ability of the replacement alternatives to include design variations (e.g., main span

cable design variations, construction material types);
•    Cost and feasibility of including a bicycle/pedestrian path;
•   Size and number of in-Bay piers;
•   Size, number, and spacing of columns on YBI and the Oakland Touchdown;
•    Ability to arrange column placement on YBI to avoid historic resources (e.g., Senior

Officers' Quarters Historic District);
• Dredging quantities generated by each alternative;
•    Assumptions for quantities of contaminated dredged material in-Bay; and
• Construction access limitations.

The risk design approach provided substantial detail beyond that typically required to

i  provided detailed information used to assess all replacement alternatives without
assess alternatives under NEPA. The development of risk design for one alternative

li incurring the additional schedule delay or substantial cost of generating detailed
information for each replacement alternative.

The MTC local recommendation does not influence the Section 404(b)(1) process.  The
Preferred Alternative has been identified as the Least Environmentally Damaging
Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) by the ACOE and the EPA. See Appendix F for
additional information on the NEPA/404 process.

The project's Purpose and Need is very specific: to provide a seismically safe
vehicular lifeline connection. Caltrans' focus on seismic safety to the exclusion of
congestion relief was intentional, because Caltrans considers the need for improved
seismic safety in this corridor to be paramount. Because of the project's size, it has led
some members of the regional community to advocate for multiple purposes that
address congestion relief in addition to safely. However, expanding the scope of the
project to include congestion relief would have resulted in lengthy public and agency
debate about how best to implement a congestion relief solution, with the result that the
seismic safety component of the project would have been substantially delayed.
Caltrans anticipates beginning construction  of this critical safety project  in  late 2001.
This would not have been possible if the scope of the project had included congestion
relief.

Although multi-modal strategies to improve passenger mobility on the SFOBB were

                   evaluated as part of
the alternatives definition process, multi-modal strategies are not
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within the purpose and scope of the SFOBB East Span Project. Therefore,
additional                 studies to evaluate alternatives to improve passenger mobility on the SFOBB, such as a

Major Investment Study (MIS), were not prepared.  Such a study, for some future
separate project, would likely address such issues as construction and operation of the
facilities required to implement an HOV lane or rail system, as well as additional
funding sources.

Caltrans is continuing to work with the CCSF, who would be the owner and implementer
of improvements to the ramps (assuming transfer of land from the U.S. Navy through
the BRAC process) to ensure that the East Span Project could accommodate new
ramps. Caltrans has developed a number of potential ramp designs to assist the
CCSF. These designs remain under review by the CCSF.  Each of the ramp
configurations would require new right-of-way east of the tunnel on YBI. However,
these ramps are not a component of the East Span Project and cannot be designed,
funded, or constructed as part of the seismic safety project.

Comment 2
Please see response to Comment 1 above concerning identification of the Preferred
Alternative as the LEPDA and also a discussion of possible ramp improvements.  The
NEPA/404 process is also discussed in response to Comment 1.

A full range of alternatives was analyzed in the DEIS. Subsequent review of the
alternatives, specifically the impacts of Replacement Alternative N-6 on Yerba Buena
Island, the impacts of alternatives on EBMUD's sewer outfall, and an engineering
reevaluation of retrofitting compared to replacement, have been done at the request of             
the CCSF and the Executive Branch of the federal government.  Both the engineering
reevaluation and outfall studies were reviewed by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
(ACOE) as an independent, neutral third party.

Since publication of the DEIS, Replacement Alternative S-1 was reevaluated.  The
conclusion of the reevaluation was that this alternative should remain withdrawn from
consideration. The additional evaluation conducted has been summarized in Section
2.7.5 - Replacement Alternative S-1 of the FEIS.  In this discussion, information about
CCSF's Modified S-1 Alternative has been included.

The reevaluation of the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative, compared to the
replacement alternatives, concluded that all studies favor construction of a
replacement bridge over retrofit. The report found that the evidence is consistent not
only with respect to the crucial question of seismic safety but also with respect to the
key values of public and worker safety, public convenience, and cost-effectiveness.

On  October 25,2000, and pursuant to 23  USC  107(d),  the FHWA executed a Federal
Land Transfer of land on YBI previously owned by the United States. FHWA transferred
the land to Caltrans to give the State adequate rights-of-way and control of access for
construction of any of the alternatives for the East Span Project. See Figure 3-2 in
Appendix A. There will be no physical change until the Record of Decision (ROD) is
approved for the East Span Project and construction begins. This Federal Land
Transfer does not limit the evaluation of alternatives for the East Span Project

since it               
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                 accommodates any of
the alternatives. Any rights-of-way not required for the East

Span Project would revert to the United States after project completion.

Please refer to the last paragraph in response to Comment 1 for a discussion of YBI
ramp improvement issues.

Comment 3
Citizens Against Burlington, Inc. v. Busey addresses the need to establish a purpose
and need. A broadly defined purpose and need invites an unlimited number of
alternatives to meet project purpose.  The East Span Project's Purpose and Need is a
clear problem statement and does not invite an infinite number of geographic or
technological options for solving the problem.  The East Span Project Purpose and
Need Statement defines current seismic deficiencies of the existing East Span and
calls for a solution that provides a lifeline vehicular crossing.

The project's Purpose and Need Statement was drafted following FHWA Technical
Advisory T 6640.8, "Guidance Material for the Preparation of Environmental
Documents," and more fully developed with public input received at the MTC Bay
Bridge Design Task Force and Engineering Design Advisory Panel meetings.  The
Purpose and Need Statement was further refined through a collaborative process
among federal agencies as outlined in the NEPA/404 Integration Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU).  The East Span Project's purpose specifically calls for a lifeline
vehicular connection between YBI and the SFOBB Toll Plaza in Oakland to address the
primary need of providing a lifeline vehicular connection for SFOBB users.

The range of alternatives by which the project purpose could be achieved is narrowed
by the limitations of:

• Location The lifeline connection must link YBI to the SFOBB Toll Plaza, thereby
limiting geographically the location of the alternatives. Alternatives at other
locations would not contribute to making the SFOBB a lifeline connection; and

• Constructibility The connection must meet the seismic design parameters that
result in a lifeline connection that would withstand a maximum credible earthquake
predicted to eventually occur on the San Andreas or Hayward faults.

The question in Simmons v. Army Corps of Engineers centers on the restriction of
alternatives to only those which implement the project purpose using a single preferred
technological approach.  The East Span Project avoided this restriction by including
both the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative and several replacement alternatives
which address, at least partially, the project purpose and need.

The NEPA/404 Integration MOU process was followed to ensure that a reasonable
range of alternatives was considered in the DEIS. The process was informed by
consideration of:

• Scoping meetings;
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• Public comment taken at the MTC Task Force and EDAP meetings at
which                       approaches for replacement structure design were considered; and

•     Caltrans- and FHWA-hosted public open houses in November and December  1997
at which the range of alternatives under consideration was presented.

The NEPA/404 Integration MOU participants considered the range of alternatives
proposed for inclusion in the DEIS at a consultation meeting on October 23, 1997.  At
that meeting, a range of alternatives was presented for consideration that included no-
build, retrofit of the existing bridge, and replacement alternatives on four different
alignments. The complete range of replacement alternatives was defined by inclusion
of:

• Northern alternative on an alignment designed in response to community requests
to maximize panoramic views;

• Northern alternative on the most direct alignment between YBI and the Oakland
Touchdown;

• Southern alternative on the most direct alignment between YBI and the Oakland
Touchdown; and

• Southern alternative on an alignment designed to avoid impacts to the EBMUD
sewer outfall that would have resulted from the direct southern replacement
alternative alignment.

The NEPA/404 participants considered these alternatives and provided written
concurrence that by including Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative and replacement
alternatives within a reasonable geographic range at the two end points, a reasonable
range of alternatives to meet the project's purpose and need had been defined.

Following concurrence on the purpose and need and range of alternatives to be
studied, Caltrans and FHWA continued environmental assessment and engineering
studies on each of the project alternatives. Section 2.7 - Alternatives Considered and
Withdrawn documents the reasons for withdrawal of alternatives, consistent with 40
CFR Section 1502.14. These environmental and engineering evaluations resulted in the
determination that although the replacement alternatives adequately bracketed the
northern and southern geographic limits for replacement alternatives, some of the
original alternatives did not meet geometric design criteria or would have considerable
environmental effects.  This led to further screening to verify that a reasonable range of
feasible alternatives was being addressed in the DEIS.

The alignment refinement studies led to a recommendation to withdraw Replacement
Alternatives N-1, N-3, N-4, N-5, S-1, S-2, and S-3. The reasons for withdrawal of these
alternatives were documented in Section 2-7 - Alternatives Considered and
Withdrawn of the DEIS. To ensure that a reasonable range of alternatives was
considered in the EIS, Caltrans and FHWA recommended to NEPA/404 signatory
agencies that Replacement Alternative N-2 be retained and that

Replacement                         
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                Alternatives N-6 and S-4
be added. The recommendation, transmitted to NEPA/404

signatories on May 22, 1998, documented this recommendation and described
alternatives considered and withdrawn from consideration as part of the alternatives
assessment process. The NEPA/404 signatories concurred in writing with the
alternatives refinement process (please see Appendix F- NEPA/404 Integration
Process).

This assessment of feasible project alternatives and documentation of the withdrawal of
alternatives that did not adequately address the project purpose and need meets the
requirements and intent of NEPA to evaluate reasonable and feasible alternatives.

In January 2000, the ACOE completed its independent assessment of the Modified S-1
Alternative proposed by the CCSF. The assessment concluded that construction of the
CCSF Modified S-1 Alternative would delay the schedule by a minimum of 8 to 15
months, increase construction risk and increase construction cost by tens of millions of
dollars.1

This process, unlike the process documented in Simmons v. Army Corps of Engineers,
did not unreasonably limit the range of alternatives. The alternatives consideration
process considered a full range of implementable alternatives, including the addition
and withdrawal of alternatives based on environmental and engineering investigations.
Establishing the range of alternatives was conducted using an established consultation
process consistent with the goals of NEPA and in conformance with the requirements
of Section 404 of the federal Clean Water Act.

Comment 4
The EIS explains why it was appropriate to withdraw Replacement Alternative S-1 from
consideration. As stated in response to Comment 2, Replacement Alternative S-1 was
reevaluated after the DEIS was produced. This evaluation also included an
independent assessment by the ACOE on impacts to the EBMUD outfall as requested
by the federal government.    It was concluded that Replacement Alternative  S-1,
including the CCSF's Modified S-1 Alternative, would have potentially significant
impacts to the outfall. Relocating the outfall would decrease risks and impacts
associated with construction of Replacement Alternative  S-1, but would increase
project costs and result in schedule delays of several years. Protecting the outfall in
place would also increase costs and cause delays of 1 to 2 years. Additional
documentation of the evaluation performed is provided in the FEIS in Section 2.7.5 -
Alternatives Considered and Withdrawn, Replacement Alternative S-1.

The northern alternatives  do not conflict with the electrical utility line serving TI. Bridge
footings for the northern alternatives have been designed to avoid the power cable.  No
relocation is required for the TI power supply underwater or on the Oakland
Touchdown.

1 Assessment of the San Francisco-Oak/and Bay Bridge Seismic Rep/acement Project's /mpact on the
EBMUD Sewer Outfall, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, January, 2000.
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Comment 5
As stated in response to Comment 1, Caltrans is continuing to work with the CCSF on
possible ramp improvements. When funding is secured, appropriate environmental
review would be addressed. The design of the ramps (by Caltrans, the CCSF or the
Navy,) must comply with FHWA standards, including standards for structural integrity,
seismic stability and safety.

However, replacement of the ramps is not related to the purpose and need of the East
Span Project with one exception.  With any of the replacement alternatives for the East
Span Project, the eastbound on-ramp must be demolished and replaced as this on-
ramp conflicts with a replacement structure. Accordingly, this ramp is included in the
East Span Project.

Comment 6
Please see response to Comment 2 above in regard to the FHWA land transfer to
Caltrans of land on YBI.

Comment 7
The DEIS discussed conflicts with the CCSF's plans for redevelopment of YBI/Tl in
Section 4.1.5 - Development Trends.  The DEIS used the conceptual reuse drawings
presented in the 1996 Draft Reuse Plan to evaluate and discuss potential conflicts.
Land use discussions in the FEIS have been updated to include the results of a
Caltrans land use study as described below.

In January 2000, Caltrans completed a study of the land use impacts associated with                the  East Span Project and the conceptual  land uses proposed  in the 1996 Draft Reuse
Plan, prepared by the CCSF. Caltrans coordinated with TI Reuse Authority staff and
Navy base reuse/land use consultants to study the land use impacts of concern to the
CCSF. The Caltrans report concluded that the redevelopment concept described in
the 1996 Draft Reuse  Plan can be generally accommodated with any of the  East Span
Project alternatives. The report stated that the general development pattern of reuse of
Quarters 1 through 7, redevelopment of Building 262, development of a conference
center, live/work units, and artisan cottages can co-exist with the Retrofit Existing
Structure and Replacement Alternatives N-2, N-6, or S-4. (Copies of "Land Uses
Associated with the SFOBB East Span Seismic Safety Project and the Naval Station
Treasure Island Draft Reuse Plan" are available for public review at the Caltrans District
4 Public Information Office and at selected libraries listed in the Preface of the FEIS.

The analyses in the EIS for visual impacts, transportation, geology, hazardous
materials, noise, and historic resources include the available reuse plans for YBI.
Additional refinements will be required as the final design plans for the alternative
selected are developed and as land use planning decisions for YBI/Tl are made.
(Note: detailed responses to the CCSF comments on the environmental issues listed
above can be found in responses to Comments 14 through 33.)

It should be noted that the proposed development on YBI as described  in the  1996
Draft Reuse Plan is subject to a development permit and federal consistency
determination by BCDC. Currently, YBI is

designated by the BCDC in the Bay Plan as              
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a »Park Priority Use" area. The proposed development appears to be inconsistent with
the Bay Plan.  It is likely that the Bay Plan would have to be amended prior to BCDC
concurrence with the Navy consistency certification (certifying that the transfer of YBI
from the Navy to CCSF or other agency and proposed redevelopment are consistent
with the Bay Plan and BCDC's federally approved coastal zone management program.)

Comment 8
"NEPA requires that federal agencies, in preparing EIS's, consult with local agencies."
(40 CFR 1501.7) Caltrans and  FHWA have conducted ongoing consultation with CCSF
elected officials and staff concerning the East Span Project (please see Appendix E -
Consultation and Coordination). Caltrans and FHWA have worked with the CCSF to
evaluate future ramp designs and provided detailed design drawings and background
information to the TI Development Authority at a series of coordination meetings.

"An EIS must discuss inconsistencies between the federal project and local land use
plans."  [40 CFR 1502.16(c), 1501.2(d)] As noted in response to Comment 7, the DEIS
discussed conflicts with the CCSF's plans for redevelopment of YBI/Tl in Section 4.1.5
- Development Trends. Also noted is Caltrans' study of the land use impacts
associated with the East Span Project and the conceptual land uses proposed in the
1996 Draft Reuse Plan, prepared by the CCSF.

Caltrans and FHWA requested information and documentation from the administrative
environmental document under development by the CCSF and the Navy in meetings in

                  Assessment
of impacts to development plans was based on available information from

October 1997 (Appendix G). Information was not available to Caltrans and  FHWA.

the 1996 Draft Reuse Plan and information gained from coordination meetings.

Comment 9
Please refer to response to Comment 8 above for a discussion on consultation and
coordination efforts with the CCSF and on the adequacy of the analysis of the Naval
Station Treasure Island Re-use Plan.

CCSF's plans for development on YBI are discussed in the following sections of the
FEIS: in Section 3.1.1 - Existing Land Uses in the Project Vicinity, Section 3.1.2 -
Developable Lands and Development Trends; and Section 4.1.6 - Land Use Policies.

Caltrans evaluated impacts to proposed land uses at both YBI and the Port of Oakland
to equal levels (see Section 4.1.5 - Development Trends).

The June  1998 BCDC deliberations mentioned  by the CCSF pertained to the planning
effort for the proposed Gateway Park at the Oakland Touchdown area to accommodate
public access requirements for the 1-880/Cypress Freeway Replacement Project and
the East Span Project. The public access requirements (including payment of an in-
lieu fee if all or part of the public access improvements required under BCDC Permit
11-93 cannot be made subject to BCDC's approval) are applicable regardless of which
alternative is selected for the East Span Project.  To date, the interagency planning
effort for Gateway Park has included both the northern and southern alternatives.

 
Temporary construction impacts are addressed in Section 4.14 of the FEIS.
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Comment 10
Construction period impacts are similar for all build alternatives analyzed in the EIS.  No
matter which alternative is constructed, current uses of Quartersl -7 would  not  be
desirable during construction due to the following:

• Construction noise (especially nighttime noise);

•    Lighting for night construction;

• Visual impacts of temporary detours for the replacement alternatives and
construction activity; and

•    The adjoining Parade Grounds are part of the land transferred to Caltrans as a
construction easement and would not be available for parking during bridge
construction.

Section 4.14.2 - Transportation Impacts During Construction of the DEIS and FEIS
discusses in detail the potential for traffic disruptions on YBI during construction of the
various alternatives. The realignment of Macalla Road and the impact of construction
equipment on congestion levels and on the road itself are disclosed.  The FEIS
includes additional information on the realignment of Macalla Road as well as
modifications to Southgate Road, the USCG Road, and the unpaved road to Building
262.  Section 4.14.2 discusses the use of the Parade Grounds below Quarters 1-7 for
construction staging and storage and its temporary loss for parking during special                   
events at the Nimitz House.

During the construction period, Caltrans would reimburse the CCSF for documented
loss of rental revenues for Quarters  1 -7. Documentation of loss is required  by the
State.  A pre- and post-construction survey of the buildings would be conducted and
construction-related damage would be repaired as necessary. Quarters  1 -7 are
located outside the temporary construction easement.

Building 262 (Torpedo Building), located at the eastern end of YBI, is in need of
renovation and is not currently in use. It would not be usable during construction due
to high levels of construction activity and the restricted access through the construction
zone. Following construction, access to Building 262 would be restored and it would
be available for reuse. No major restrictions on reuse of the building are foreseen
because the vertical clearance would be 43 meters (141 feet) from the top of Building
262 to the bottom of either Replacement Alternative N-2 or Replacement Alternative N-
6.

According to the 1996 Draft Reuse Plan, new development on YBI  is not scheduled to
commence until 2007. Construction of the new East Span is slated to end in 2008;
however, dismantling of the existing span is the only activity that would occur during
the last two years. Although new development on YBI is not slated until after
construction of the new East Span, it is acknowledged that the residential properties on
the island are being leased as market-rate housing to the general public.

Residents on            
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YBI would be subject to temporary construction-related impacts, including controlled
late-night access restrictions to the bridge and construction-related noise. Mitigation
measures for these temporary impacts are discussed in the FEIS in Section 4.14.

With  regard  to the noise-sensitive film industry activities on TI, the existing peak-period
noise level is estimated to be 67 A-weighted decibel equivalent sound level (dBA Leq)·
The FEIS discusses construction period noise impacts in Section 4.14.5 -
Construction Period Noise and Vibration.  At a distance of 400 meters (1,312 feet),
noise levels generated typically by construction equipment are generally about 57 dBA
Leq.  Figure 2-19 in Appendix A shows that the movie studios on TI are located more
than 400 meters (1,312 feet) from the project construction area.  As a result, the studios
would not experience construction-period noise levels higher than current noise levels
for the majority of the construction period. Pile driving is expected to increase noise
levels in the project area. Pile driving activities for a northern alternative would be a
minimum of 610 meters (2,000 feet) from the southern shoreline of TI, resulting in
maximum noise levels of approximately 74 dBA at the film studios. This would result in
an increase of 7 dBA over the existing conditions of 67 dBA. There would be no
vibration impacts to TI  land  use as a result of pile driving on YBI.   In fall 2000, Caltrans
conducted a pile installation demonstration project. Preliminary field data on noise
from the demonstration project were given to the CCSF. Final results will be provided
as they become available.

As noted in Section 4.5.1 Noise and Vibration of the DEIS, operational noise levels

                compared to existing conditions.
for the northern replacement alternatives would decrease  by  1  to 14 decibels

Comment 11
Section 4.1.3- Environmental Justice of the FEIS concludes that there are no
identified minority or low-income populations or communities within the proposed
project area on YBI and near the Oakland Touchdown area that would be adversely
affected by the build alternatives. Construction of either the Preferred Alternative or
other build alternatives would not cause disproportionately high and adverse effects
(including any indirect effects) on minority or low-income populations outside the
project limits.

Comment 12
The EIS acknowledges the potential inconsistencies with the reuse of the eastern end
of YBI based on the conceptual  land use plan described  in the 1996 Draft Reuse Plan.
The northern replacement alternatives would require placement of footings and
columns across the eastern  end  of YBI. The conceptual development scenario
contained  in the 1996 Draft Reuse Plan could be implemented under either
Replacement Alternative N-2 or Replacement Alternative N-6, but the number of
live/work units and the size of the conference center would be reduced.  The DEIS also
noted that the SFOBB project was consistent with the 1996 Draft Reuse Plan  and the
CCSF Master Plan because these planning documents are written with the clear
assumption that the East Span would continue to provide an essential link for vehicular
traffic between YBI and the East Bay.  The DEIS also noted that the goals and policies
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of the 1996 Draft Reuse Plan identify the SFOBB structure and
ramps as one of the                              institutional uses to be provided on YBI.

Please see response to Comment 7 in regard to the land use study that was completed
after publication of the DEIS. The Caltrans report noted that most types of
development proposed by the CCSF, including but not limited to restaurants, parking,
and storage facilities are presumed to be possible beneath a bridge, subject to review
and  approval by Caltrans. A minimum vertical clearance of 15 meters (50 feet) would
need to be maintained between the bottom of the bridge and the top of any structure
placed under the bridge. The proposed building height limits (12 meters [40 feet]) in
the 1996 Draft Reuse Plan would not be impacted. Caltrans has allowed for
construction of office buildings and parking garages under the SFOBB in the vicinity of
the West Approach and Rincon Anchorage in San Francisco. There are numerous
examples throughout California where Caltrans has allowed development (including
office complexes, restaurants, and classroom facilities) under freeways. In addition, in
cities such as New York, Cincinnati, and Vancouver, B.C., restaurants and other
businesses are located under bridges in retail/entertainment districts.

Comment 13
As stated in Comment  12, the EIS acknowledges the potential inconsistencies with the
reuse of the eastern end of YBI based on the conceptual land use plan described in
the 1996 Draft Reuse Plan. Potential conflicts are depicted graphically in Figure 4-1
and are discussed in Section 4.1.5 - Development Trends.

The CCSF's statement that "[t]he value of the properties is greatly reduced if the bridge             
is relocated to the north of the existing bridge," is unsubstantiated. Under a northern
alternative, Building 262 could be leased for private development, and residential units
and hotel rooms could be built should the City choose this development scenario.

The estimated loss of revenues from the projected redevelopment of portions of YBI is
difficult to calculate given that BCDC has designated YBI as a 'Park Priority Use" area
in the San Francisco Bay Plan. Under BCDC's federal Coastal Zone Management
Program, the CCSF cannot currently obtain a consistency determination to develop
non-recreational uses on YBI unless it obtains a Bay Plan amendment from BCDC to
eliminate the "Park Priority Use' designation and Bay Plan policy notes. (See letter from
BCDC to the Mayor's Office TI Reuse Project dated March 1, 1999 in Appendix G -
Agency Consultation Letters).

It should be noted that the Sedway Group analysis, referenced in this comment, is
founded on several incorrect assumptions as follows:

•   The analysis assumes that Building 262 could not be leased for safety and noise
reasons. The basis for the assumption is not stated nor is the nature of the safety
reasons. The associated losses are designated as "permanent" so it appears that
the assumption is based upon the fact that the bridge passes over Building 262.
This assumption is incorrect. There are many examples of commercial/retail
development existing adjacent to or underneath bridge structures, including
structures owned and operated by Caltrans. Noise levels at Building 262 with a

San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project FEIS Page  1 -240



Volume 11: Section 1 DEIS Comments and Responses
City and County of San Francisco Planning Department 11/23/1998

  
northern alternative would be slightly lower than with a southern alternative or
retrofit of the existing bridge.

•    The analysis assumes that several of the buildings in the Historic District would not
be leasable or would be less desirable "given the location of the ramps." Given
Exhibit 1 attached to the Sedway Group analysis, this appears to presume that new
ramps are being constructed as part of the East Span Project.  This is incorrect.
The  East Span Project  does not involve the construction  of new ramps on YBI. Th© E-
existing ramps are owned by the Navy and are expected to be transferred to the     / *-,
CCSF as part of the BRAC process. Any subsequent construction of new rampsCJ
would be at the discretion of the CCSF. The eastbound on-ramp would be
replaced as part of the East Span Project as it would be impacted by the build
alternatives. Caltrans has taken care to ensure that construction of a replacement
bridge, either a northern or southern alternative, would not limit ramp options
available to the CCSF or require the construction of ramps over Quarters 1 through
7 or new development on YBI, should the CCSF decide to construct new ramps.
The analysis also assumes that residential development would be reduced from 45
units per 0.4 hectare (1 acre) to none and that the number of hotel rooms would be
reduced, both due to the location of a northern alternative and the ramps.

•    It is unclear whether the losses stated in the Sedway Group analysis have been
offset by the reduction in investment costs/infrastructure improvement associated
with the stated losses so as to provide a fair statement of loss (i.e., if lease of
Building 262 requires substantial infrastructure investment such as road  improvements, utility lines, etc., as well as building improvements that would not be
made if the building could not be leased, such unincurred expenses should be
offset against the projected loss in the revenue stream).

Please see response to Comment 10 in regard to the use of Quarters 1-7 and Building
262 during construction. During the construction period, Caltrans would reimburse the
CCSF for documented loss of rental revenues for Quarters 1-7.  A pre- and post-
construction survey of the buildings would be conducted and construction-related
damage to the buildings repaired as necessary.

The Sedway Group report assumes that the film studio on TI would be impacted by
construction-period noise. Please refer to response to Comment 10 above for  a
discussion of projected noise impacts to TI from construction activities.

Comment 14
Caltrans conducted a Visual Impact Assessment in preparation of the DEIS. The visual
assessment inventoried visual resources on YBI and documented the potential visual
changes that would result from each of the build alternatives. The assessment was
prepared using an established FHWA/American Society of Landscape Architects
methodology.

In response to the CCSF's comments, additional simulations have been provided in the
FEIS (Figures 4-15a through 4-17c in Appendix A). These additional visual simulations

 
address CCSF's concerns about views from the eastern  side of YBI  and TI. While
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showing visual changes over existing conditions, the additional
simulations do not                   identify substantial permanent visual impacts.

The existing East Span is a primary visual characteristic of the eastern end of YBI.  The
existing bridge. support columns, and ramps occupy a substantial portion of the
eastern end of YBI and dominate existing views to and from the island. While the
replacement alternatives would require new columns to be placed on YBI that would
obstruct views, the visual impact of these columns is offset by the removal of the
existing East Span and columns, resulting in changes in views blocked. In contrast,
the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative would obscure some views while not opening
up new views. Please refer to Section 4.3- Visual Impact Analysis of the FEIS for
additional discussion of the analysis of visual changes on YBI.

Project-related construction activities on YBI would temporarily change views to and
from visual resources on YBI. For example, construction laydown areas, temporary
detours, construction equipment, etc. would reduce overall visual quality for the limited
number of views of the eastern end of YBI. This change in visual quality would occur
only during construction. Impacted areas would be returned to their pre-construction
condition, where possible, and no permanent reduction in visual character would
occur.

Construction activities would result in the removal of some existing mature vegetation
and re-grading of existing unstable slopes. This consl uction effect would result with
any of the build alternatives. Removal of mature veget®on would cause visual
changes that would last beyond the construction period and until replacement planting             can mature. This period is typically a minimum of five years.  The time required for
trees to mature and to return re-vegetated, stabilized slopes and other affected areas
to conditions similar to the existing condition could extend to fifteen years or longer.  To
address this potential visual change, re-vegetation mitigation concepts include use of
mature replacement vegetation to more quickly than otherwise return the visual setting
to conditions similar to the existing.

Comment 15
The DEIS acknowledged the potential inconsistencies with the planned reuse of the
eastern end of YBI. Potential inconsistencies are depicted graphically in Figure 4-1
and are discussed in Section 4.1.5 - Development Trends in both the DEIS and FEIS.
Since an EIS/EIR for the reuse of YBI/Tl has not yet been issued, Caltrans has relied on
the 1996 Draft Reuse  Plan  in its assessment of project impacts.

Caltrans is working to minimize the number of columns on YBI. Public presentations to
the EDAP have included options to reduce the number of outrigger piles and
adjustment of column spacing on YBI to require the fewest possible columns to support
the structure.

The structure type proposed for the YBI transition area is, to a large degree, driven by
the requirement that the westbound (WB) structure cross over the eastbound (EB)
structure and align both vertically and horizontally with the existing viaduct structure
172 meters (564 feet) east of the YBI tunnel portal.  In the crossover area, the

depth of               
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                 the
WB superstructure is limited in order to provide vertical clearance over the EB

structure; the limited depth necessitates the utilization of shorter spans and, therefore,
more columns in this area. In order to maintain visual compatibility, the depth of the EB
superstructure is designed to be similar to that of the WB structure. Between the
crossover area and  the  main span [about 228 meters  (748 feet)], the superstructure
depth must vary to blend with the depth of the main span. The transition structures
each have three spans in this area ranging from 69 meters (226 feet) to 80 meters (262
feet). The length of the span adjacent to the main span is limited in order to avoid
exceeding main span loading limitations. The remaining spans are arranged to provide
reasonable span length transitions. The transition structure must be curved to connect
to the YBI tunnel. Suspension systems cannot accommodate the kind of curves
needed to align with the tunnel. Suspension bridges must be on a straight alignment.
In addition to the design constraints discussed above, the selected transition structure
on YBI is consistent with the cast concrete structural system on the bridge.

Comment 16
For the visual analysis, visual image types are identified within each landscape unit.
These are the visual characteristics of the specific landscape unit, as a whole, rather
than from a specific viewpoint. Within the main span and incline landscape units, the
Bay is the predominant visual image.  On YBI, there is a mixture of visual image types
including residential buildings, historic structures, and open space.

Landscape units are defined as geographically discrete areas that are often separated
by natural landforms such as bodies of water, ridges, or valleys. The visual character

                   of the landscape unit is defined by the land uses that comprise it. Based on this
definition which is provided on page 2-2 of the Visual Impact Assessment, vertical
angle is not utilized in determining the visual image types of a landscape unit.  As a
result, the sky would not be used in defining the visual image types within the
landscape unit. The bridge, columns, and supports or footings located within the
landscape unit would constitute existing visual image types within the YBI landscape
unit.

Comment 17
Overwatet the footprint of the proposed bridge, including the space between the two  
decks, is more than twice the width of the existing bridge. The combined width of the 701*'two new structures and the gap between them would be 72 meters (236 feet) or 3.6
times the width  of the existing bridge. On_Y-Bl, the parallel structures converge  into  a          9/Ui,6 ';-
double-deck structure, which is the apg[QX| ate width of the existina transition /AJ Vi
sTFucture. TReigias-been corrected. It should be noted that even though the text in   *1-,O  A
the-GEIS-was incorrect, the simulations on which the visual analyses are based had the
correct bridge width, and it was determined that there would be no visual impact.  Itle     »1 BEF
new bridge would exhibit a much narrower profile than the existing structure because
tfiF'Eallii! EEEIEi&0139uld not be present. The image of the East Span would be
sleaREFand !gbies there,would no longer 66 steel beams c0 21 5-iHFupper and
lower decks. The predominant visual image type would be the Bay.
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Comment 18
The comment references the first sentence in Section 2.3.2, page 2-12 of the Visual
Impact Assessment. The comment, however, does not reference the second sentence
of that section which states:

"In this chapter, a cross section of viewers was chosen to provide a
representative sample of viewers across the San Francisco Bay Area
who would experience a change in their viewshed as a result of
construction of a new bridge."

The purpose of the visual analysis of views to the bridge is to provide a "representative
sample."  If the analysis were based on only the first location criterion referenced by
the commenter, there would be an infinite number of viewpoints to evaluate since each
viewer's experience is slightly different. Given this constraint, representative viewpoints
were selected in an attempt to evaluate a range of viewer groups, angles of views and
distance of views. To address the CCSF's concerns, an additional viewpoint (from the
Nimitz House on YBI) has been added to the FEIS. (Please see Sections 3.3 - Visual

Setting and 4.3 - Visual Impact Analysis of the FEIS.)

Although the build alternatives would produce a visual change from existing conditions,
the overall visual types would remain the same and there would be no substantial visual
impact.

Comment 19
The visual simulations (Figures 4-12 through 4-15 in Appendix A of the DEIS)
accurately depict how the view from TI at Clipper Cove towards YBI would change with
the various alternatives. Each photograph from each viewpoint was taken based on
the predominant view from that location. With regard to the viewpoint from Tl at Clipper
Cove, the predominant view is of the bridge and the expansive views across the Bay to
Emeryville, Oakland, and the surrounding hills. The viewer's eye is not drawn to the
Nimitz House and the other buildings in the historic district, because they are
essentially shielded from the view from TI at Clipper Cove by the large trees on the
northern edge of YBI. Under the replacement alternatives, these large trees would
generally continue to shield the buildings in the historic district, as well as the East
Span as it approaches the YBI tunnel, from the view from TI at Clipper Cove.

Additional simulations have been added in the FEIS to show the view from Clipper
Cove (see Figures 4-17a through 4-17c in Appendix A.)

Comment 20
Section 4.3.2 - Impacts on Views from the Bridge states that both Replacement
Alternatives N-6 and S-4 would expand westbound views toward San Francisco, not
just the northern alternative as indicated in the comment. The reason for this
conclusion is that alternatives north or south of the existing bridge would provide
improved opportunities for views around YBI to points further west. Southern
alternatives such as Replacement Alternative S-4 would provide additional views of San
Francisco, primarily the Financial District skyline, South of Market, South Beach, and
China Basin areas. Northern alternatives such as Replacement Alternative N-6

would              
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provide additional views of the northern portions of San Francisco, primarily the Marina
area, the Presidio, and Golden Gate Bridge.

As noted in the EIS and Visual Impact Assessment, the current 1.2-meter (4-foot) high
solid rail obstructs much of the views from the bridge as seen from passenger cars.  A
new bridge would have a 0.8-meter (2.7-foot) high solid barrier on the edge of the
shoulder in each travel direction. The average motorist's view from a sedan ranges
from 1.07 to 1.22 meters (3.5 to 4 feet) high, thereby improving views from the bridge
for the majority of the people crossing the bridge daily.  In the westbound direction
looking north, motorists and passengers would have improved views when compared
to the existing bridge because of the shorter outside rail.  In the eastbound direction,
views to the south would also be improved over existing conditions because of the
lower rail. However, in the eastbound direction looking south, the view of motorists and
passengers would be partially obscured because of the railing along the
bicycle/pedestrian path. The railing would be designed to be as unobtrusive as
possible while providing safety for users.  Even with the bicycle/pedestrian path railing,
the views would be superior to the current condition.

Comment 21
The comment is referring to the discussion of the commercial user viewer group's
experience while traveling on the existing span. Truck drivers, delivery personnel, and
bus drivers characterize this group (see pages 2-11 and 2-12 of the Visual Impact
Assessment). As indicated in the Visual Impact Assessment, this viewer group tends
to ride in vehicles with a higher passenger compartment and so enjoys greater visibility

                 from the existing bridge.

When people are traveling westbound on the upper deck of the existing East Span in a
higher passenger compartment vehicle, they can view San Francisco for almost the
entire drive until the very end of the East Span where the view of San Francisco is
obstructed by YBI as indicated in the comment.  The view of San Francisco is of the
Financial District and South of Market skylines and southern areas of San Francisco
(South Beach, China Basin). However, the northern portions of San Francisco are also
visible while traveling in the westbound direction. Figure 3.3.13A in the Visual Impact
Assessment depicts the view from Pier 39 in the northern portion of San Francisco
toward the East Span.  From this viewpoint, the cantilever section of the existing East
Span is visible; therefore, motorists traveling on the East Span in the westbound
direction can see this portion of San Francisco.

Comment 22
The 1996 Draft Reuse Plan notes that circulation on TI  and  YBI  will rely primarily on
alternative modes: foot, bicycle, and shuttle buses (1996 Draft Reuse Plan - Access
and Circulation). The provision of bicycle/pedestrian access on the replacement
alternatives is consistent with  the 1996 Draft Reuse  Plan to encourage these modes of
travel. The replacement alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative, provide a
beneficial impact because a new mode of bicycle and pedestrian access is provided.
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Comment 23
Project alternatives have no permanent impacts to bicycle and pedestrian circulation
on YBI.  The 1996 Draft Reuse Plan proposes bicycle and pedestrian modes as the
primary modes of transportation on YBI. However, there are no signed bicycle paths or
lanes on YBI and the Navy and the CCSF have no plan in place for the creation of a
bicycle/pedestrian facility network on the island. Bicycle and pedestrian use of public
street rights-of-way on YBI would be possible under any East Span Project alternative.
The bicycle/pedestrian path proposed for the Preferred Alternative (Replacement
Alternative N-6) and Replacement Alternatives N-2 and S-4 would terminate on the
eastern side of YBI.  In the final design phase for a replacement alternative, Caltrans
would work with the Navy and/or the CCSF to design appropriate path connections to
the local roadway network. Caltrans would consult with the Navy and/or other property
owners on YBI about their interest in having directional signage installed for path users
on the bridge. If consultation results in agreement on the nature and placement of the
signs, Caltrans would install the signage.  To the extent Navy and CCSF believe the
SFOBB bicycle/pedestrian path would create excessive demand on Navy/CCSF
facilities on YBI, Caltrans would limit access at YBI at the request of the Navy and/or
the CCSF. Should the Navy or the CCSF desire YBI access to be specifically directed,
limited, or prohibited, Caltrans will work with these agencies to design signage or
barriers. Caltrans does not have responsibilitv or authority once path users leave the
path on the East Span for areas of YBI and TI.

Caltrans and MTC are currently preparing a feasibility study for a possible
bicycle/pedestrian/maintenance path from San Francisco across the West Span and a
connection around YBI to a path on the replacement East Span. The preliminary                     
design in this study locates the potential future West Span path at the upper deck level
outward of the existing north and south stiffening trusses (in other words, there would
be a path on both sides of the West Span). The pathway would descend into San
Francisco on elevated structures west of the current San Francisco anchorage and
terminate near the intersection of Harrison and Fremont Streets.  East of the YBI
anchorage, the path would continue on elevated structures which would connect to an
at-grade path along the south side of YBI, generally along the existing Treasure Island
Road, that would then connect to the East Span path. Any future pathway on the West
Span and on YBI would be a separate project. The East Span path could
accommodate connections to a possible path on the West Span.

Comment 24
The SFOBB bicycle/pedestrian path would connect the  East  Bay to YBI. Rest rooms,
bicycle storage areas, and staffed convenience facilities are not proposed for
construction as part of the East Span Project as they are beyond the scope of the
project.

Bicyclists and pedestrians would be able to travel to Treasure Island from YBI via
Macalla Road or Treasure Island Road (assuming the non-motorized travel prohibition
on Treasure Island Road south of Macalla Road is lifted). Additional bicycle and
pedestrian facilities are not part of the East Span Project. They would require
additional funding and study. See Section 4.2.1 with regard to changes to Macalla
Road.
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                  Comment 25The DEIS was not intended to characterize the soils and rock conditions in great detail,
but to summarize available information. The detailed information is included in the
following three reports, which are available for public review at the Caltrans District 4
Public Information Office:

• Preliminary Marine Geotechnical Site Characterization;
• Preliminary Yerba Buena Island Geotechnical Site Characterization; and
• Preliminary Oakland Shore Approach Geotechnical Site Characterization.

The impact to the existing soils and bedrock conditions or aquifers would be similar for
any of the replacement alternatives. However, the alignments of Replacement
Alternatives N-2 and N-6 provide easier access to bedrock to construct the main span
tower. With Replacement Alternative N-2, depth to bedrock would be approximately
11-14 meters (36-46 feet) below the mudline, and with Replacement Alternative N-6,
the depth to bedrock would be approximately 6-9 meters (20-30 feet) below the
mudline. In contrast, the depth to bedrock for Replacement Alternative S-4 would be
approximately 67-71 meters (220-233 feet) below the mudline. Easier access to
bedrock for Replacement Alternatives N-2 and N-6 (easiest for N-6) would allow for
shorter piles, which would reduce the overall seismic load demands on the main span
tower. For construction of Replacement Alternative S-4, the tower would need to be
longer to reach bedrock, thereby subjecting it to greater stresses in an earthquake.  Its
design would need to be more massive to provide the same seismic resistance

                  provided by a shorter tower for Replacement Alternative N-2 or N-6.  As a result, the
foundation would also need to be more massive to support the longer and more
massive tower. The greater depth to bedrock and the larger foundation together would
increase the area of excavation and the quantity of excavated material requiring
disposal. Placing a key structural element of the bridge in over 60 meters (200 feet) of
soft sediments would present substantial logistical challenges during construction.

Comment 26
Please see response to Comment 25 above.

Please see Section 2.7.5 Alternatives Considered and Withdrawn concerning
reasons for withdrawal of Replacement Alternative S-1.

Comment 27
Caltrans expects the constituent concentration levels of highway runoff from the project
to be consistent with typical highway runoff which includes heavy metals, oil and
grease, suspended and dissolved solids, nutrients, bacteria and some of the
hydrocarbons in the gasoline and diesel range. The replacement alternatives would
not be expected to increase pollutant concentration levels. The existing pollution mass
is based on total vehicle hours on the structure.  For the total mass of pollution to
change, either the total usage hours must increase or the pollutant generation rate
must increase. Given that the improvements in operations on a replacement bridge
should decrease the generation rate due to reduction in stop-and-go traffic, the actual

                    mass
of pollutants should decrease. Increased rainfall on a wider structure would not
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increase the mass of pollutants. In other words, bridge runoff quantity is not
linked to               pollutant mass.

Bridge runoff quality may be improved due to the inherent water quality benefits of the
new bridge design compared to the existing structure, such as standard shoulders and
lanes and a predominantly concrete structure that does not require painting (see
Section 4.8.1 - Surface Water Quality for more details).

For all of the project alternatives, storm water runoff would drain to the Bay.  For the
replacement alternatives, the runoff from the YBI portion of the East Span structure
would be collected to a new storm drain and routed to the Bay.

In December 2000, Caltrans prepared a Treatment BMP Feasibility Study for the East
Span Project. The report, which was submitted to the RWQCB, evaluated several Best
Management Practices (BMPs) for addressing potential pollutants generated by storm
water runoff within the project limits. The evaluation looked at various techniques such
as constructed wetlands, detention basins, infiltration basins, infiltration trenches, and
sweeping.  Most of the techniques were found to be infeasible when right-of-way
requirements, constructibility, maintenance, safety, and cost-effectiveness were
considered.

Comment 28
Please see response to Comment 27 above.

Comment 29
Caltrans would remove or treat hazardous wastes, including lead, in a manner
consistent with the regulations described in the FEIS in Section 3.6.1 - Legal and
Regulatory Requirements of the EIS. Caltrans would be responsible for the cleanup of
all disturbed areas related to any of the build alternatives, including areas to be
graded, excavated, or otherwise disturbed.

Comment 30
As indicated in Section 4.10.3 - Impacts to Historic Architectural Resources of the
FEIS, under the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative, the existing steel columns on YBI
that support the East Span would be encased in concrete.  As a result, existing views
from Quarters 1 across the eastern portion of the San Francisco Bay, through the
columns, would be substantially impaired by the solid wall that would be created by
encasing the columns (including cross-members) in concrete (refer to Figure 4-15a).
This potential impact is also noted in Visual Impact Assessment which conclude that
the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative would result in increased view obstruction
underneath the bridge.

In comparison, the replacement alternatives would replace the x-braced steel piers of
the existing bridge with pairs of concrete columns which would support the new side-
by-side roadways. The columns of the northern alternatives would partially obstruct the
view east from Quarters 1, (Figure 4-15b) but to such a minor extent that it would not
be an adverse effect as defined by the implementing regulations of the National
Historic Preservation Act. Replacement Alternative S-4 would obstruct the southerly

San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project FEIS Page 1 -248



Volume 11: Section 1 DEIS Comments and Responses
City and County of San Francisco Planning Department 11/23/1998

                   portion of this view to an even greater degree, but would open up the more northerly
portion of this view (Figure 4-15c).  The net change from the existing condition and
compared to the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative would not be an adverse effect
for any of the replacement alternatives.

It is assumed that the reference to 'dozens of new columns' refers to the temporary
detours that are necessary for all replacement bridge alternatives, but not the Retrofit
Existing Structure Alternative. The columns required for these temporary detours would
substantially diminish the view east from Quarters 1 while they are in place, but would
not have a long-term adverse effect because they are temporary. The grounds around
Quarters 1 would be restored to their current condition to the extent feasible after
removal of the temporary detours, and the detours would not diminish the integrity of
Quarters 1 or alter the characteristics for which the building was listed on the National
Register of Historic Places. The criteria used to determine visual impacts to historic
resources under Section 106 are different than those used to determine overall:dual
impacts under NEPA.  What may seem to the reviewer to be inconsistencies arej
distinct findings resulting  from the legal frameworks and processes of two distinct#
analyses.

Comment 31
As noted in response to Comment 10 above, the desirability of Quarters  1 -7 for current
uses during bridge construction would be reduced. To offset the temporary loss of use
of these buildings, Caltrans would reimburse the CCSF for documented loss of rental
revenues. In addition, a pre- and post-construction survey of the buildings would be

                  conducted and construction-related damage to the buildings would be repaired as
necessary. (Please see responses to Comment 10 for additional information.)

The Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) (Appendix 0), developed through the Section
106 consultation process, provides measures to protect the historic structures on YBI
during construction, to restore grounds within the Historic District (the area around
Quarters 1-7), and to develop a historic restoration plan for Building 262 in order to
promote the rehabilitation and reuse of the structure.

As noted in response to Comment  13, the CCSF's assumptions regarding the potential
for lost revenue are incorrect in a number of areas, thereby overstating the loss of
rental property, sales tax and other revenue generated as a result of bridge
construction activities or a specific replacement alternative. As noted in response to
Comment 7, a study by Caltrans in January 2000 concluded that the redevelopment
concept described in the 1996 Draft Reuse Plan can be generally accommodated with
any of the East Span Project alternatives. In addition, and as documented in the FEIS,
no action related to construction of any of the East Span alternatives (with the
exception of off-peak access restrictions) would affect TI. (Refer to response to
Comment 13 above for additional information.)

Note: The following comments by the San Francisco Landmarks Preservation Advisory
Board were attached to the CCSF comment letter as "Exhibit E" and referenced in
Comment  31.   The comments are  addressed  as  responses to  Comments 31 a-d  below.
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Comment 3la
Comment noted.

Comment 31 b
Subsequent to publication of the Draft EIS, the FHWA as the federal lead agency,
signed a MOA with the U.S. Coast Guard, the California State Historic Preservation
Officer and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation; the MOA recognizes that
construction of the project "...may adversely affect historic properties listed or eligible
for listing on the National Register of Historic Places, including...the Navy Building 262,
[and] the Naval Officers' Quarters Historic District..."  The MOA recognizes that the
northern alternatives would include encroachment into air space over Building 262.
Consequently, mitigation measures are included in the MOA to address the effects of
accidental construction damage to Building 262. In addition, as noted in the MOA,
Caltrans would prepare or fund an historic structure report to assess the building's
condition and recommend structural improvements necessary for reuse. (Refer to
Appendix 0 of the FEIS for the MOA.)

Please refer to response to Comment 10 for a discussion of noise and land use issues
on the Senior Officers' Quarters Historic District on YBI. While the northern alternatives
encroach into air space over Building 262, the building would not be removed as a
result of any alternative.

Comment 31c
Prior to publication of the DEIS, Caltrans carried out the following coordinating activities
about historic resources with the CCSF:

•    11/20/97 - Interagency meeting with the CCSF's Mayor's Treasure Island
Project and Planning Department;

•    3/30/98 - Interagency meeting with the CCSF's Mayor's Treasure Island Project
and Planning Department;

•    4/27/98 - Interagency meeting with the CCSF's Mayor's Treasure Island Project
and Planning Department;

•    6/8/98 - Interagency meeting with the CCSF's Mayor's Treasure Island Project
and Planning Department;

•    6/24/98 - Caltrans submits all studies evaluating cultural resources to the
CCSF's Mayor's Treasure Island Project and Planning Department; and

•    8/4/98 - Effect evaluations submitted to the CCSF's Mayor's Treasure Island
Project and Planning Department.

Subsequent to publication of the DEIS, Caltrans carried out the following coordinating
activities about historic resources with the CCSF:

•    12/1/98 - Caltrans invites the CCSF's Mayor's Treasure Island Project, Planning
Department and Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board staff to attend a
meeting on 12/10/98 to discuss mitigation measures; no attendees from the
CCSF;

•    2/2/99 - Caltrans hosts meeting on mitigation measures. A representative from
the CCSF Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board and a representative from
the TI Project attend;
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. 6/2/99- Supplemental Section 4(f) evaluation provided to the CCSF's Mayor's
Treasure Island Project and Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board;

•    10/14/99 - Draft MOA transmitted to the CCSF's Mayor's Treasure Island Project
and Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board;

•    10/25/99 - Effect Evaluations sent to the CCSF's Mayor's Treasure Island
Project;

•     11/18/99 - Effect evaluations sent to the CCSF Planning Department; and
•     1/9/00 - The CCSF Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board has item on agenda

about SFOBB; item continued and never rescheduled.

Caltrans did not receive comments on the mitigation measures contained in the draft
MOA from the CCSF Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board.

After considering comments on the draft MOA, the FHWA submitted the final MOA to
Willie Brown, Mayor of the CCSF, for signature as a concurring party. No response
from the CCSF was received by FHWA. (See Appendix E for additional information on
Section 106 coordination.)

Comment 3ld
Refer to response to Comment 2 for a discussion of the CCSF's Modified S-1
Alternative.

Comment 32
The film production facilities on TI were identified in Section 3.5.5 - Existing Noise

                    Levels of the DEIS (and FEIS) as FHWA Activity Category C (developed lands,
properties, or activities not included in Categories A or B). Measured exterior noise
levels at the TI location were 62 dBA Leq. Modeled existing peak-noise-hour traffic
noise levels were 67 dBA L q at the TI location; modeled future peak-noise-hour traffic
noise levels at the same location were estimated to be 59 dBA Leq for Replacement
Alternatives N-2 and N-6 and 58 dBA Leq for Replacement Alternative S-4. Noise levels
at these film studios are predicted to decrease, not increase, as a result of the
Preferred Alternative or any of the replacement alternatives. The projected decrease in
noise levels is due to use of steel reinforced concrete for the new bridge and new side-
by-side bridge decks. Noise levels are projected to remain unchanged with the Retrofit
Existing Structure Alternative and No-Build Alternative.

With  regard to occupancy of residential properties on YBI, the noise study includes  an
analysis of Building 240 on Macalla Road, which is the closest residential building
designated for residential occupancy by the general public. The results of the analysis
indicate a slight reduction in noise levels for the replacement alternatives compared to
existing conditions. Refer to Section 4.5 for the noise analysis results.

Please see response to Comment 10 above regarding construction noise impacts on
the film production facilities on TI and residential areas on  YBI.

Comment 33
The noise modeling assumptions and methodology are described in greater detail in

                  Section 3.4 of
the Noise and Vibration Study. The Sound32 noise model which was
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utilized for this study is currently Caltrans' most advanced traffic noise model
approved            for use. The assumptions were based upon referenced works on acoustics, prior

experience, and comparative measurements supporting the assumptions. The various
noise mechanisms and the associated values are shown in Table 3-2 of the Noise and
Vibration Study. The replacement alternatives would not have many of the attributes of
the existing SFOBB noise-generating elements (such as steel structure and stacked
decks). Although a portion of the replacement alternatives' main span would be
composed of steel, the design differs significantly from the existing East Span structure
because of the integrated use of a concrete roadbed which eliminates transmission of
sound through the bridge decks and reduces noise created by vehicles traveling over
expansion joints. Because of the differences in noise-generating elements, fewer
calibration adjustments were required for the noise prediction modeling of the
replacement alternatives than for the existing condition.

Comment 34
This is an introductory comment to specific comments. Please see detailed responses
to Comments 35 through 43 which follow.

Comment 35
Since publication of the DEIS, an underwater survey was conducted to identify
locations of the electric cable and gas supply lines to TI.  As a result of this updated
information, for Replacement Alternatives N-2 and N-6, one footing on the Oakland
shore structure was rotated to avoid impact on underwater utilities.

For the northern alternatives, bridge footings would be located in such a manner as to               
avoid impacts to the electrical line. No relocation is required for the TI power supply.
For Replacement Alternative S-4, relocation of the TI power supply would not be
required under water, but would need to be relocated on the Oakland Touchdown.  The
relocation would be performed by the owner subject to determination of liability.

In general, access to the power cable would be maintained during construction of any
of the alternatives.  The only access constraint would be where the power cable and
bridge alignment intersect. Access at this location could be temporarily constrained
during construction; however, because construction would be phased, the time period
that access is restricted would be relatively short.

Since the power cable is flexible (as opposed to a pipeline), it is less susceptible to
effects from vibration.   In the unlikely event that the cable was damaged as a result of
constructed-related vibration, the mitigation measures discussed in Comment 36 would
be implemented.

Comment 36
Contract specifications would require the contractor to protect the submarine cables in
place during construction. Caltrans and the contractor would coordinate with utility
providers throughout the design process and construction. The contractor would have
substantial disincentives for disruption of the primary power supply.  If an occurrence
should unavoidably require dependence on the existing back-up power source and if
the CCSF documents the additional cost of using the back-up line,

Caltrans or the                   
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contractor would pay the difference in cost. In addition, if the CCSF provides
documentation for monetary loss in the event that the back-up line also fails, Caltrans
or the contractor would also provide reimbursement for the documented losses.
Caltrans or the contractor would also repair inadvertent damage resulting from
construction activities.

Comment 37
All utilities on YBI and the Oakland shore that may be impacted by construction would
be relocated or protected in place. As stated in response to Comment 36, Caltrans
and the contractor will coordinate with utility providers throughout the design process
and during construction.  This is a standard Caltrans practice that has been applied
successfully to many projects, including the San Mateo-Hayward Bridge, Carquinez
Bridge, the Embarcadero project in San Francisco, and the Cypress Freeway project in
Oakland.

It should be noted that demolition using explosives would not be used on this project.
The existing bridge structure would be dismantled.

Caltrans, in coordination with the CCSF and EBMUD, would also prepare an
emergency response plan for the contractor.  This plan would include an emergency
contact list with the telephone numbers of personnel responsible for each of the
utilities. If service is disrupted, the contractor would be responsible for contacting the
appropriate utility representative in case of an emergency.

               Comment 38Caltrans is coordinating with the CCSF to develop protective measures for the
underground utility lines on YBI. In addition, Caltrans will coordinate with the San
Francisco Public Utilities Commission as required. During the construction period,
power would be supplied by existing sources on YBI, unless the contractor determines
that alternate sources are required.

Comment 39
Gas service to TI comes from Oakland; this was confirmed with the CCSF. The utilities
discussions in Section 3.1.6- Community Services and Section 4.12 - Utilities
Relocation have been updated as noted. Detailed mapping of utilities on YBI was
conducted  in 1987. Potholing of high risk utilities (gas and electric) was recently
conducted in high risk areas where anticipated construction would occur.

Comment 40
For the replacement alternatives, the water line would be relocated, potentially to the
new structure.  In 1944, the Navy entered into an agreement with the State of California M-
which stipulates that the Navy would pay for relocating the water line in the event that it
is moved.

If the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative is implemented and relocation of the line is
required, Caltrans would provide the design for the relocation and either the Navy or
CCSF would provide the funding.
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Comment 41
As shown in Appendix A,  most flat spaces on the eastern end of YBI, except for
Quarters 1-7 and Building 262, would be required for construction staging.  The area
would also be used for temporary administrative offices (trailers), parking,
maintenance, material storage, and related activities. This land was formerly owned by
the Navy. Caltrans now controls this land, either through fee ownership or temporary
construction easement. See Section 2.6.2 of the FEIS for a detailed description of
construction activity on YBI.
Equipment and materials would be transported to YBI either by motor vehicles or by
barges. Using Macalla Road, trucks would deliver materials such as reinforcing steel,
prestressing steel, structural steel for the detour structures, falsework material and form
lumber. Barges would be used to deliver large structural segments of a replacement
bridge (piles for the tower and structural steel for the tower and main span). Cranes
situated at appropriate locations on the island would be used to lift them into place.
Some material trucked to YBI would be loaded onto barges and shipped to marine
construction sites along the bridge.

As many as one hundred or more workers would require access to and from the YBI
work site for each shift. Caltrans would include traffic control measures in the Traffic
Management Plan (TMP) which would require parking within the temporary construction
easement area. The restricted capacity in this area would cause the contractor to use
shuttles to bring workers onto the island. Materials transported by water would be off-
loaded  on to trucks by crane from barges moored off YBI.

Two possible sites have been identified for barge access (on the north side adjacent to            the parade grounds and at the eastern end adjacent to Building 262). These possible
sites are identified on Figure 2-17.2 in Appendix A of the FEIS. These locations are
likely to be selected because they provide direct access to the flat Parade Grounds
area that is expected at serve as an equipment and supply laydown area.

Since the contractor would have flexibility in how the bridge is constructed and where
construction facilities are located, specific de'ails (such as the need for dredging for
barge access) are not known at this time. C ,itruction vehicle access would be
addressed in the TMP. Caltrans would prep.re the TMP with input from CCSF, as well
as other interested parties.

For replacement alternatives, soil and rock removal would be required upslope on the
island near the tunnel portal in preparation for detour and transition structures, a
maintenance garage, a power substation, and construction of footings for columns in
the island. Graders, backhoes, dump trucks, hoe rams, compactors, survey
equipment, sieves and water trucks would be used to complete this task.

For the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative, construction activities on YBI would be
expected to include soil and rock removal to expand and supplement footings for
columns on the island and to install concrete enclosures for the towers at Columns
Y82, Y83, and Y84.
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                 Refer to Section 2.6 - Construction Activities for additional information on construction
activities on YBI.

Comment 42
1 As shown on Figures 2-16 through 2-18, all of the replacement alternatives would 

require construction of up to 90 to 100 piles on YBI. The piles are required to provide j
the structural support for the temporary detours.  The pile locations were designed to
minimize effects on YBI to the greatest extent possible. Grading to provide access for
cranes and other vehicles would occur in the area surrounding the new structure, the
Parade Grounds, and hillside areas. The graded area around the new span would
need to be a minimum of 15 meters (50 feet) adjacent to the structure to accommodate
the cranes and other equipment. All efforts would be made to return hillsides to pre-
construction topography to the extent feasible. Where this would not be feasible,
hillsides would be returned to a natural appearance.

The north-north detour option has been withdrawn based on highway operational safety
concerns.  This is further discussed in Section 2.7.10 of the FEIS.

The eastern end of YBI, in addition to being used as a staging area, would also be
used for administrative offices, parking, and potentially for a concrete batch plant.
Refer to Section 4.14 - Temporary Impacts During Construction Activities for a
discussion of air- and noise-related effects of construction activities.

Comment 43
                  Building 213 currently stores a fire truck; however, it is not operated as a working fire    11

house with on-site emergency response teams. The northern replacement alternatives
presume the demolition of Building 213. For these alternatives, Caltrans would replace /
Building 213 with a structure of like size, with similar construction materials and quality j
and built to current building code requirements if requested by the Navy.  The Navy      
would need to provide a suitable site for the replacement building outside State right-  1
of-way. Refer to Section 4.14.2 for additional information on transportation impacts
during construction.

During construction of a replacement alternative, the existing bridge would almost
always be accessible to emergency personnel by land, water, and air. Caltrans is
continuing to investigate lane and bridge closures during construction. Although lanes
would be closed to general traffic, emergency vehicles would be allowed to pass
through the closures most of the time. Caltrans will coordinate with the contractor and
emergency service providers regarding needs for when no vehicles can pass.  In
addition, the timing of closures would be known in advance, and emergency response
personnel would be notified in advance of the bridge closures.

For any replacement alternative, Southgate Road on YBI would be closed once the
eastbound detour is constructed.  As a result, direct access from one side of the
bridge to the other, east of the tunnel, would be eliminated. Access from one side of
the island to the other side via Treasure Island Road would always be available for
emergency response. After construction is complete, Southgate Road would be

  reopened.
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During operation of the East Span following construction, emergency response access
by land and water for a replacement bridge would be comparable to access to the
existing bridge; air access to the eastbound structure would be improved over the
existing condition because the helicopters would be able to land on either deck of the
replacement bridge as opposed to only the upper, westbound, deck of the existing
bridge.
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ASSOCIATION OF BAY AREA GOVERNMEN'TS
Representing City and County Governments of the San Francisco Bay Ared

November 19,1998 ABAG

Mara Melandry
SFOBB Environmental Manager
Caltrans District 4
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94623-0660

RE: COMMENTS ON BAY BRIDGE DRAFT EIS

Dear Mara:

I am writing on behalf of the Bay Bridge Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee
to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the San Francisco-
Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project. First are our general
comments, followed by our specific comments which are listed by section
number.

Since the Bay Bridge pathway will be an essential link in the regional
bicycle/pedestrian network, please expand the stated purpose of the EIS (i.e.,                                1
seismic safety), to also include providing non-motorized transportation across
the Bay.

. Please evaluate the environmental impacts of not constructing the                                                     2
bicycle*edestrian pathway.

. Please evaluate the environmental and meteorological impacts on
path-users,                      3of the various bridge alternatives studied (e.g., wind, temperature,  rain and

fog).

. Please investigate the environmental effects (on both path-users and the                                    4
environment in general)  of the expected noise levels on the bridge.   This
investigation should, at a minimum, address concerns about hearing loss that
frequent path users might experience as well as other potential safety
concerns.

. Please investigate options for attenuating the noise experienced by
pathway                                5users, such as providing alternative roadway surfaces and treatments,

intermittent physical barriers and other methods.

S.5.1 In addition to the membership listed, please note that the BBBPAC
included members of the disabled community and concerned individuals. 16

S.6      To the list of 'Unresolved Issues." please add the following outstanding                                    7
pathway design issues: (Please note that these were communicated to

Mailing Address: P.O. Box 2050 Oakland. Califo,nia 94604.2050 (510) 46+7900 Fat 510) 46+7970 info@abag.ca.gov
@

location: joseph P. Bolt MerroCenter 101 Eighth Street Oakland,California 946074756
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Bay Bridge Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee
Comments on SFOBB DEIS
Page 2 of 3

Caltrans following our August 29,1998 meeting, but have not yet been
resolved to our satisfaction, per Caltrans' October 23 response.)
Separation between faster. wheeled path-users and slower path-users
(No methods should be rejected until the bridge architects and civil
engineers develop a separation technique that the Committee supports.)

.   Innovative, interesting and non-standard signage.
· Suitable paving material for pathway.                                                                                   7
·     Mitigation of expansion joints.
. Railing height and design. Cont.

Headlight glare reduction for westbound nighttime path-users.
·    Lighting for nighttime path-users.

Access and egress from path to/from roadway.
Provision of belvederes, benches and drinking fountains.

· Speed limits.
. Roadway pavement treatment to reduce noise.
. Intermediate sound barriers.

2.4.1   Although we wish it were true, Assembly Bil12038 (Migden) does not
"extend the period for the toll surcharge in order to fund a                                                          8
pedestrian/bicycle path on the SFOBB West Span." Rather, it allows MTC
to fund a west span path within the restrictions set forth by Senate Bil160
(or a future toll surcharge extension).

3.2.3 The third bullet under "Existing Facilities" should note that each AC Transit
bus will only be able to accommodate two bicycles each. once equipped                             9
with a bicycle rack.  Also note that some sources say that this pertains
only to new buses.

3.2.3 The fourth bullet under "Planned Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities' implies
that the multi-use pathway (not bikeway) that we had understood was a 10
permit condition for the 1-80 widening project, is not assured. Please
clarify the stability of this project.

4.2.2 Under "Replacement Alternatives N-2, N-6 and S-4," please note that the
single pathway configuration chosen by the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission was the second choice of the Bay Bridge Bicycle/Pedestrian                                        1  1
Advisory Committee: our first choice was two paths, one on each side of
the new span, in order to best separate path users of different speeds.

Under "Access at Yerba Buena Island," per AB 2038 (see section 2.4.1, 12
above) please provide the potential for a connection to a future west span
pathway.

Also, please delete the last sentence in this section which reads, "Should
the Navy or the CCSF desire that access (to YBI) be specifically directed,                             1 3
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Bay Bridge Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee
Comments on SFOBB DEIS
Page 3 of 3

limited, or prohibited, Caltrans will work with these agencies to design
signage or barriers." Instead, any discussions of limiting or prohibiting
pathway users on the island should include representatives of the Bay 13
Bridge Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee and representatives of Cont.
bicycle, pedestrian and disabled groups on both sides of the Bay. Access
to local roads on Yerba Buena Island is a critical piece of shore-to-shore
bicycle and pedestrian access.

4.2.2 Under 'Access at Oakland Touchdown Area," a Bay Trail connection to
the new east span is described as 'likely." Please explain why this critical 14access to Oakland, Emeryville, Berkeley and points beyond is not
assured.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important project.

Sincergly,-

'      \    \Ff'..\       .1,,   \1\/.-
Vigforia Misen, Chair
Bay Bridge Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee
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Bay Bridge Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee/ABAG Letter dated            
11/19/1998

Comment 1
The project Purpose and Need Statement was drafted following FHWA Technical
Advisory T 6640.8, "Guidance Material for the Preparation of Environmental
Documents," and more fully developed with public input received at the MTC Bay
Bridge Design Task Force and Engineering Design Advisory Panel meetings.  The
Purpose and Need Statement was further refined through a collaborative process
among federal agencies as outlined in the NEPA/404 Integration Memorandum of
Understanding. Consultations conducted among NEPAJ404 signatory federal agencies
and participating state and regional agencies included discussion of the potential for
project alternatives to accommodate a bicycle/pedestrian path. The resulting need
statement reflects the need to provide a seismically safe vehicular crossing.  The
project purpose recognizes the potential for replacement alternatives to include a
bicycle/pedestrian path. The NEPA/404 process included various alternative selection
criteria, including a requirement that alternatives preclude a bicycle/pedestrian path.
See Section 2.1.1 - Development of Alternatives for more details. MTC (acting as the
Bay Area Toll Authority [BATA]) on June 24, 1998, approved BATA Resolution No. 10,
which included extending the one dollar toll surcharge for 5.5 months to fund a
bicycle/pedestrian path on a replacement bridge.

Comment 2
A bicycle/pedestrian path was not considered a stand-alone alternative in the DEIS.
For this reason, a "build" and "no-build" comparison was not conducted for the path.
The bicycle/pedestrian path was included in the description of the replacement
alternatives as an amenity component of the structure per Senate Bill 60, which allows
MTC to extend the toll surcharge to pay for amenities.

The EIS evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the No-Build and Retrofit
Existing Structure Alternatives, neither of which includes a bicycle/pedestrian path.
Replacement alternatives evaluated in the EIS include a bicycle/pedestrian path based
on requests from the Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee and other interested
citizens and MTC's commitment to fund the path.

Comment 3
An air quality analysis consistent with the Clean Air Act and its amendments was
performed for the proposed bicycle path. The analysis showed that there would be no
violations of federal or state carbon monoxide standards. No other studies are
required. See Section 4.4 - Air Quality for more details.

For all replacement alternatives, users of the bicycle/pedestrian path would be
exposed to the elements to various degrees, depending on the time of day and
season. Wind speeds up to 130 kilometers per hour (80 miles per hour) have been
measured in the Bay Area during heavy storms.  In the winter months, temperatures
around 0° C (low 30s' F) have been observed. Extremely heavy precipitation can
occur in relative short periods of time and fog has been known to shut down local
airports for extended periods of time. There are no practical means of eliminating path            
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users' exposure to meteorological and environmental conditions. The No-Build and
Retrofit Existing Structure Alternatives do not include a bicycle/pedestrian path;
therefore, effects of weather on path users do not apply to these alternatives.

Comment 4
Noise levels for bicycle/pedestrian path users under the replacement alternatives are
estimated by Caltrans to be 82-84 dBA Leq. This noise level is typical of being in a busy
restaurant or in the kitchen with a garbage disposal running and requires shouting to
be heard at 1 meter (3.3 feet); most people would perceive the noise as being loud.
Two cyclists riding single-file would have difficulty communicating by shouting.  The
U.S. Occupational Safety & Health Administration (OSHA) has established a health-
based criteria of exposure for eight hours to noise levels of 90 dBA. This level was
selected to prevent hearing damage in most individuals who are subjected to the noise
level for a 40-hour work week over ten years. Because noise levels on the bridge
would be lower than the OSHA standard and people would be subjected to it for a
period much shorter than the eight-hour period assumed for the standard, exposure to
typical noise levels on the bridge would not cause permanent hearing damage.

Other potential noise concerns regarding safety include the potential to be startled by
short-duration loud noises.  In a relatively quiet environment where cyclists and
pedestrians are not expecting loud traffic noise (such as a truck passing by), these
noise levels could startle an individual, resulting in possible loss of balance or control of
a bicycle. Because bridge riders would experience steady elevated noise levels and

               to bridge riders
trucks frequently passing by, this is not anticipated to be a substantial safety concern

Comment 5
Based on the information presented in response to Comment 4 above, Caltrans does
not propose noise attenuation measures for the bicycle/pedestrian path.

Comment 6
Table S-2 has been revised accordingly.

Comment 7
Since the DEIS was released in September 1998, several meetings have been held with
BPAC to discuss the following design issues for the bicycle/pedestrian path on a
replacement bridge:

•     Separation of users - The pavement on the path would be differentiated for
bicyclists and pedestrians by different colors;

• Signage Caltrans is still evaluating signage for the bicycle/pedestrian path as
part of the overall sign program required for a replacement bridge;

• Paving material - Consistent with the BPAC's recommendation, the path would be
paved with broom-finish concrete;
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• Expansion joints Expansion joints would be flush and covered with metal
plates.              The plates would be recessed slightly into the deck and tapered to minimize the

impact on both bicyclists and pedestrians;

•    Rail height and design - The rail height adjacent to the bicycle/pedestrian path
would be 1.4 meters (4.6 feet) to provide additional safety for pathway users, which
is consistent with the American Association of Highway and Transportation Officials
(AASHTO) minimum standard;

• Headlight glare - There would be no special design features to offset the effects of
headlight glare for westbound path users. However, the path would be located 0.3
meter (1 foot) above the eastbound travel lanes, thereby raising the path user's line
of sight slightly above that of most vehicles' headlights. There is also a physical
separation  of 0.5 meter (1.5 feet) between the path  and the bridge deck to
accommodate the barrier and railing. There would also be a 3-meter (10-foot)
shoulder between the edge of the bridge deck and the nearest vehicle lane.  As
such, cyclists would not be looking directly into vehicle headlights;

• Lighting Lighting on the bicycle path would be integrated in the railings on both
sides of the path with additional lighting at the belvederes;

•    Access and egress - The path would terminate on YBI at the foot of the eastbound
on-ramp (please see Figure 2.10.lb in Appendix A).  In the final design phase for a
replacement alternative, Caltrans would work with the Navy and/or the CCSF to
design appropriate path connections to the local roadway network.

Should the                   Navy or the CCSF desire YBI access to be specifically directed, limited, or
prohibited, Caltrans will work with these agencies to design signage or barriers.  In
the Oakland Touchdown area, access to and from the path would be from the south
side of the eastbound structure.  The path would connect to a bikeway adjacent to
1-80 being provided by Caltrans under the requirements of BCDC Permit 11-93;

• Belvederes, benches, and drinking fountains - There would be five belvederes on
the skyway with dimensions of 12 meters (39 feet) long by 1.2 meters (4 feet) deep.
There would be one or two belvederes on the main span with dimensions of 20
meters (66 feet) long by 1.2 meters (4 feet) deep. The current design of the path
does not include benches and drinking fountains. These items would require
additional funding from MTC;

• Speed limits - There would be no speed limits imposed on the path for an initial
trial period, after which speed limits would be implemented if necessary;

• Pavement treatment - Caltrans is not including roadway surface treatment due to
cost, frequent maintenance, and limited effectiveness; and

• Sound barriers Noise barriers are not included because they would block views
and require additional funds.

San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project FEIS Page 1-262

1



Volume 1 1: Section 1 DEIS Comments and Responses
Bay Bridge Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee/ABAG 11/19/1998

                 Comment 8The incorrect sentence mentioned in the comment has been deleted.

Comment 9
AC Transit intends to outfit all buses in its fleet with bicycle racks, not just new buses.
The following sentence has been added to the discussion:

"Once equipped with a bike rack, each bus will be able to accommodate
two bicycles at a time."

Comment 10
The word "proposed" has been changed to "required".

Comment 11
Comment noted.

Comment 12
The discussion in Section 4.2.2 - Non-motorized Traffic has been revised. Caltrans
and MTC are currently preparing a feasibility study about a possible bicycle/pedestrian
path on the West Span, and a connection around YBI to a path on the East Span.  The
East Span path would be able to accommodate connections to a possible path on the
West Span.

BPAC representatives will be informed of design solutions for integrating the
Comment 13

bicycle/pedestrian path onto YBI and will be invited to comment on them.  The Navy,
USCG, and CCSF have authority to limit access to YBI. Concerns about limited user
access on YBI need to be brought to their attention.  The BPAC should address these
agencies about access on YBI.

Comment 14
The sentence has been revised to read:

"The Bay Trail would connect with the East Span structure from West
Oakland along a bikeway adjacent to 1-80 to be provided by Caltrans
under the requirements of BCDC Permit  11-93."
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November 23. 1998

MaraMelandry
SFOBB Environmental Manage
Calmns Dinric: 4
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA 946234660

Sublien Son Francisce-Oaklend Bay Bridge East Span Saismic Sdey Preiect Draff
Environmental i    *      - -    -            -.'-        -    y Eximption

Dar Ms. Mellndry:

I unwriting tosubmit con: nt: by''  - " - - '  - y Trall Project onthc Draft    -·
T. iL 4

-
71 '-             7-        :      '       '     -      -         ·      r  "      · -  y Bridge -

(SFOBB) East Span Seismic Safeo Projea. dated September 24,  1998.   The Bsy Trail Project i: a nonprofit ·
orpniz=tion •dmin tered by the Associition of Bzy Ares Government:  (ABAG).that coordinates
implementation of the SanFrancisco Bay Trail.  When complete, the Bay Truil 411 be a continuous 400-mile
netvork of bicycling and Ming paths tbat -01 circle--and cron-S*n Francisco and San Pablo bsys.   k vul link
che :horeline of ill nioe Bey Area counties, pa:sing through every bviide city, and vul cross seven of the·eight
roll bridges in dze region. including the SFOBB.

We ire very plessed that 211 replictment alternatives for the Ean Spe of the SPOBB indude a bicycle and'. ' ....
f

....
',probibired fromusing thebridge).         16·.   -·;, ··· . . .- -

, and the
East Bay, and will provide valuable recrcation. i I.   .  Please also consick,the
fonowing additional from Bay-    "

- - -

2 s/St:turory Exemptiont

•        Page 3-20, f          "                   '       -'             ' -    ,        ' ' " , I. .. . -      I . .... . .  I

-. ...
r                                                        'd WO.Det:iled 66,4-'-n should be included about it: Jighment, endpoiz:u an4 upedally, it: connection to                        2the Bay Trail  alignment  in 0*1•.1   This bikeway ms requized in a permit by the Bay Conservation andDevelopment Commis:ion (B CD to Caltrans for * I-880/Cyprm Freeway Replacement Project.  We

are not aware of any progress on plinning of the ftility, despite the fna th•: construaion of the freeway is
emintially complete

P.a 80: 2050 - 0 fd C-rl  g 0060 0                                                                   ·iJollg  P. Ball Mig<ill*r• S:  Omill,ti BLEOZZ
'ge 510-•7070
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Ms.  Marg Melandry No ember 23,1998 / p. 2

•      Page 3.20, fifth item under Pldnned Pa*stridn  nd Bicyc e F=cilitia· The Bay Trail is described as a

'continuous recreational corridor.'  Thi: should be Wnged to 'a continuous transportation and                                            3
recreational corridor.'  Also, we ask thar the sentence 7hc Bay Trail is only partidly complete  be
rewritten as 'To date. slightly more than half the length of the  proposed Bay Trail system has  been
completed- in order to provide a quamitative description of the Bay Trail'$ progress.

•      Page 4·24. under Accen at Oakl d Tourbdown /1 rei· The sentence "It is likely that a future Bay Trail
extension would connect with the East Span structure-should be rewritten to better reflect not only the
high priority phced by the Bay Tnil Project on the completion of this critical connecrion zo Eut Bay cith                              4
but 1130 the responsibility of Caltrans to comply with the requiremems imposed by the BCDC on its
permit for the I-880/Cypress FreewayReplacement Project.  We suggest 'The Bay Trail will connect with
the East Span structure from West Oakland along a bikeway adjacent to I.80 to be provided by Caltraos.'

•       Figures 3-7 and 6-3: These maps should be revised to include additional existing and proposed Bay Trail
segments anci other bikeways u well as sections that will be complete by the time the new East Span opens                         5
in 2003.  We are providing this inform ion on marked up copies of the two maps, which are enclosed.

We are excited about implementation of the Bay Trail on the E·ast Span of the SFOBB,  and we look forward to
working with Caltrans on providing bicyde and pedestrian access on the West Span of the bridge as well.  The
Bay Trail is a unique regional resource that provides residents and visiton of the Bay Arnwith increased aCCeSS
to the waterfront, inexpensive recreation and exercise opportunities and greater transportation options.  Please
call me at (510) 464-7915 if you have any questions about our comments or if you need additional information
about the Bay Trail.

Sincerely,

\1.11.Q  ,/
V \.J\».JOU  \---/

Niko Letunic
Biy Tmil Pknner

Enclosures
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                   Bay Trail Project Letter dated 11/23/1998

Comment 1
Importance and value of including the bicycle/pedestrian path in the replacement
alternatives is noted.

Comment 2
Caltrans is coordinating the implementation of the Bay Trail extension with related
projects including the East Span Project and the planning being led by the EBRPD to
develop a Gateway Park at the Oakland Touchdown. Integration of the Bay Trail
extension into the Gateway Master Plan, which is yet to be developed, and use of the
Oakland Touchdown area for construction staging for the project would result in a
delay in implementing the Bay Trail extension. Caltrans has already secured a permit
amendment from BCDC to delay implementation and, if required, Caltrans would
secure another amendment to delay construction of the extension. Caltrans is
committed to fulfilling the permit conditions.

Comment 3
The edits requested have been made.

Comment 4
The sentence has been replaced with the one suggested.

                 Comment 5
The figures have been revised accordingly. It should be noted that Figure 6-3 is now
Figure 6-20 in Appendix A.
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BE a Bike the Bridgel,Coalitidn<      .P
0 6 P.O. Box 15071 .--I- ...-Ii    '

:   A .0 Berkeley, CA 94701-6071  , 11.m   m. . . UM*.  Dr     .'
http://www.xinetcom/bike/     ''i50    .4.-
510/273-9288 - Message Center
510/720-2818 -Pagcr, Jason Mega East·Bay Coordinator
510/486-1528 - Facsimile c/o

- '.

; November 23rd, 1998

Ms. Mara Melandry
Caltrans Distridt 4
111 Grand Avenue
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94623-0660 ..

RE: Commeilts regarding the SFOBB East Span DEIS

Dear Ms. Melandry:.

1 appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) kor the
East Span Seismic Safely Project fqr the San Francisco Oakland Bay Bridge (SFOBB). Thank you in

advance f6r your·careful consideration of my concerns, and thank you forproViding additional time for

comment. It would have been valuable to have been granted even more·time.

The first and foremost glaring error with regards to the DEIS is in the failure
ofthe'proposed         .     ,                             1

- alternatives.to meet the project purpose to·provide a "seismicany upgraded vehicular crossing for

current and future users .and in the failuip,ofthatpurpose to fully address the issue oftransportation       ,
security, rather than seismic security alone.   As you must be aware, there are predictions of

massive                              2
increases in travel need over the next 10-15 years, which are likely to continue to rise thereafter.  By

not providing enough of an alternative to congestion caused by dependence upon the private
automobile, this bridge design will fail "future users' as well as harming the entirc Bay Area in myriad

ways.

' AA additional serious probl'em is that the project is not being considered in relation to other
highly                      13

related·and concurrent projects. The Transbay Terminal and the ramps connectm,g it, as well as the
wesi span bike path, are two primary examples ofprojects which shouldbe considered in conjunction              •

with,this project.

Building a new bridge is the likely conclusion of this process to-date. Because a rebuild is a rare and

.massive project with the potential.to provide additional needs for a "lifeline bridge'., any'rebuild should

be undertakentg provide for futtfre trAvel needs with minimum environin6ntal·impact. Indeed, this is
the'ideal time to accomplish such goals, ratherthan requiring th# asecond new bridge be built in the
near future.

DOUBLE-DECK VERSUS DOUBLE-SPAN

Section S.3.8 (page S-5) claims that an.options considered but withdrawn included aligoments "with
two side-by-side decks and a double-deckstructure for either a northern or a soutilern alignment".,                          4

..
However, examining section 2-7, "Alternative Considered And Withdrawn", there is no option prescht
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which examines a double-decked option.  I am assuming "double-decked" means a single s cture                      4
with one deck positioned over another, which I shall refer to as a "single structure" design. 1 Cont.
Why are the replacement Alternatives being designed as two separate structures, with two separate                      5
spans?

Why was a single-structure replacement span not
studied?                          '                                                           6

Woulda single structure conserve overall bay fill. bay shadow, cobstruction impacts,
construction                          7costs, and construction delays?

Would a single structure option reduce the demand for materials which by their nature
involve                          1  8environmental damage (e.g., c6ncrete, steel>?  If so, how much would that environmental damage be

alleviated?

Would a single structure option be seismically safer?  If not, why not?                                                                1  9

Would a single structure option allow for placing a bicycle/pedestrian pathway above the deck
ofthe                 1 0top span? Would that be a successful mitigation of the harshness of the freeway?

Would a single structure option more easily allow for the incorporation of rail capacity without
 11converting existing traffic lanes?

Would a single structure option solve for controversial issues on Yerba Buena island?  12
Can the current bridge design be considered to actually be two bridges?  If not, why not?  13
What would be the. impact if, in the event of a Maximum Credible Earthquake (MCE), the southern
span of the bridge (assuming a two-span bridge) is lost and with it 'the proposed path is lost as well?
Would direct bicycle/pedestrian access continue to be facilitated? Would the path be converted to 14motor use? What would happen to the use characteristics ofthe remaining bridge? Would bicyclists
-be permitted on the shoulder? Would the speed limit change? Would there be bi-directional traffic?
What would happen to the shoulders?

SHOULDERS:

Without any consultation of the public, the lane capacity of the new structure was increased by at least
40% with the addition of four ten-foot shoulders. These shoulders have been already considered for
alternate uses. What would those uses potentially be? Is there any intention to increase the number of
motor traffic lanes on the SFOBB as a result of this project? What would be the overall environmental 15
impacts of their conversion? In addition, it is presumed that the shoulders will be used for'passing as
they are (allegedly) used on the Richmond-San Rafael bridge. It seems unfair to provide for those
eventualities without studying the impacts.

DISMANTLING:

In item 2-2, page 2-3, it is stated that "all three replacement alternatives would require dismantling the
existing East Span". Surely this is an ov6rstatement. The existing East Span would only have to be 16
partially dismantled, presumably only at the two ends. Preserving the existing East Span makes sense
in that it preserves a land link which can accomo(late rail and which could be used as a
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' 3

bicycle/pedestrian pathway which would have significant separation from the harms of an adjacent
freeway.

Please study the environmental impacts ofdemolishing this structure which would clearly costmore
than one Billion dollars to replace should it be needed in the future. The bridge is a historic and unique
structure and a resource which will undoubtedly prove vitally important to the Bay Area in the future.

Ifyour response to this is that the span is seismically unsafe, then why is it in use today as the niost
heavily-used toll' crossing in the United States ofAmerica?  Also, it has been stated by one engineer
that to remove one deck·of the bridge would greatly increase the seismic safety ofthe existing bridge.
With only one deck, the bridge would still allow for use as a wonderful class-I multiuse facility as well
as preserving one potential for future rail.  For the projected fiscal cost of the proposed bikeway on the
new span,  CalTrans is proposing to demolish what is essentially a zero-dollar structure. Precedent for
conversion of a motor bridge to be used for bicycle access exists in this country already. Maintenance
concerns would be relatively minimal (I say this following a discussion with Project Manager
Mulligan).  How many environmental harms ·would be avoided by.allowing for rail and by providing a
more hospitable path; thereby encouraging use?

17
Please consider preserving the existing span for these environmentally beneficial uses.  Ifyou refuse to
do so and your reason for refusing' to consider the preservation of the existing bridge for a path and
possible·rail use is that of preserving motorists' views (the claim being that the existing span blocks
those views). how do you explain that pathway users would have an even better view than previously

possible, and that the view of the historic bridge would not be lost?   How does the view from a motor- ·

only structure compare to the importance ofpreserving maximum ultimate capacity at the Bay
Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC)?

No one is certain what would happen in aMaximum Credible Earthquake (MCE).  The existing East

                                    What would be the impact if in the future, a MCE strikes and the newbridge faiis and there is no

Span might survive in instances where the new bridge fails.

alternative because for close to 50 million dollars, the old bridge has been dismantled?

EQUITY

Given that the seismic retrofit is in part being funded through a general bond measure (Proposition
192), and therefore is being paid for by all, including those who would prefer to use rail, bicycles, or
other alternatives to the private automobile, and also including those who do not wish to suffer the
harms ofprivate automobile use and abuse, to what extent has equity been assured for thes* taxpayers?
How are they being represented fairly in this project? What mitigations are being provided directly to

,
18

those who are being forced to pay for this project when for many it serves to exclude them to their
detriment? (A novel angle on this: two elected officials from Contra Costa were heard considering that
business improves locally when the Bay Bridge is not funtioning, which is roughly related to this idea
that a structure ofthis costliness and significance should provide for the needs of those who pay for it),

BICYCLE ACCESS

The foremost problem with the bicycle/pedestrian study is that it fails to analyse the environmental
impacts and benefits ofnonmotorized (equal) access as a function ofuse, and furthermore

fails to                              19project useage for both the possible designs and the corresponding environmental impacts of those

designs.
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4

There should be no question that the existing barrier to nonmotorized travel has a significant 19
environmental impact on the entire Bay Area, and that the provision of direct nonmotorized access

across the Bay Bridge greatly alleviate that environmental impact. Does CalTrans disagree that Cont.
encouraging use will help mitigate the harms of the automobile in a vast array of ways?

The premiere problem that has been raised with regards to the issue of nonmotorized access ("equal
access") in this project,is that the proposed path is hostile to path users and "designed to be taken
away".  The two primary reasons for those statements are that (A) the proposed path is directly adjacent
to freeway traffic, which is very harsh, and (B) that the proposed path has been designed to the

specifications of a motor vehicle lane. CalTrans staff have corroborated that the path has been
designed to carry motor vehicles at additional expense. The pathway width, at almost  16  feet, is
perfectly designed to become a vehicular travel lane even with the barriers on both sides (2-foot
shoulders, 11.5-foot traffic lane). Is there an intention to "steal the path" in the same way that
shoulders have been taken over for motor traffic on Bay Area bridges in  the past? Why would such an

impormnt Mnsportation facility be designed in a way that it could be thken away?  The path has the
potential to double the capacity of the Bay Bridge for less than 4% ofthe total cest of the proposed

rebuild. 20

That this is of great concern to the general public should be evident in that approximately 500 or more
communication  have been received by the Metropolitan Transportatign Commission (not including
phone calls) with regards to this issue. Of these (by my reeent investigation) only one was in support
of the current design, and all the rest were opposed.  'Please do not place the path directly adjacent to

freeway traffic"  was seen again and again.    Many of these communications were hand-written and
personal letters.  In particular, there were women concerned that a path directly adjacent to freeway
traffic would invite harassment and sexual assault from motorists.  The idea that a well-used path is a

safer path due to people-presence was espoused by a number of members ofthe public. One electronic
mail message (signed with name and address), which was seen on the order of one-hundred times
stated simply: "that protests might folloW such a revelation should not be surprising."

If the bridge is designed with a path which discourages use, what will be the overall environmental

impact? Factors to investigate include:   How much more motor vehicle driving will ensue?   What will
be the overall harms of increased motor vehicle use? How will land use patterns change (it is expected

that people will live closer to work if they can bicycle there)?   How will the land use patterns lead to
more car drivin5 and more congestion?  How much more likely will somoone who drives instead of
bicycling experience heart disease, cancer or other diseases, or be involved in a fatal motor vehicle
crash?  Note that a well-designed bicycle path affords protection from fatal crashes with motor vehicle
not provided to the driver ofa motor vehicle.   Note that bicycles are much less dangerous to the                          21

traveling public at large than motor vehicles are.  Note also that the sedentary lifestyle of most
Americans is considered the leading cause of death, and bicycling clearly mitigates that.  Note that

1 toxic fumes can be much higher insidq a motor vehicle than outside.  How will children suffer from
lack of involvement from their families?  How will society and the economy, the arts, education,

.Mtctbp r

\1 literature, the country's work ethic, and the nation's ethics in general, suffer ifparents are spending

more and more time in automobiles, if children have no safe place to play (a leading cause of death

amongst children is the automobile) Bnd children do not have enough contro Ry" #leir own
transportation options as a result of autom66iedependency,

I \5..
.

How will Call'rans mitigate the environmental damage of permanent, incrernental hearing loss which

cannot be corrected with a hearing aid, which will result from the proposed path? | 22
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How docs the impact on 6icycle  ofeach design help the region attain the Federal Govemmenes goal of                            23

10% of all trips by bicycle within ten years?

Obviously, to answer the above questions, you will have to do a detailed study ofmany'things, the not
the least of which would be useage patterns given different designs of the bridge.

Please study the potential   of the  path.   ' We realize that CalTrans is at a disadvantage in this arena and

that the Metropolitan Transportation Commission has no formal method of modeling this issue.

'Therefore we offer for:your consideration the following facts:

a) Bicycling woitld be the most reliable method of transbay travel.

b) Bicycling would be the fastest overall method for point-to-point transbay travel available to
hundreds of thousands of people (automobiles regularly experience on the 6rder of a 45-minute

delay at the toll plaza (as per CalTrans statistics) before crossing at oftentimes reduced speeds,
and other modes have many variables.
c) The 1990 Census found more than 20 times as many bicycle commuters near the Bay Bridge

as near the Golden Gate Bridge (GOB).
d) The Golden Gate Bridge is a much more diRicult commute by bicycle than a Bay Bridge
commute could and should be, yet enjoys peak counts in the 3,500-and-up range.  This fact that 24
a GGB trip is harder/less attractive is in part because a Golden Gate Bridge bicycle commute

(as opposed to a Bay Bridge bicycle commute on a well-designed path) requires more climbing;
more time on dangerous and inhospitable city streets to get to downtown San Francisco;  more,
wind; more noise; more headlight glare; more obstructions;   more user conflicts; more

unreliability/closures; and much less time on the bridge path, which is ideal in that it separates

bicyclists from motor vehicles (most crashes,occur at intersections.  Over ten cyclists per week
suffer a reported dooring incidentin San Francisco, which can be fatal. The number one reason

people say they aren't bicycling more is fear ofthe automobile).
e) Volunteers have collected more than 1,000 signatures in a "Pledges to Bike the Bay Bridge if
access is provided" survey..These consist ofa signed statement of intent to regularly use the

Bay Bridge if access is provided. Approximately 40% ofthose surveyed say they would be

bicycling instead ofdriving. The pledges came from existing bicyclists and do not·represent the
potential new bicyclists. We offer them for your use in studying.
f) Bicycling across the Bay Bridge will take less than 15 minutes for a fast cyclist, and just over

20 minutes for an average cyclist (it is only 4.5 miles)
g) Even if only 1% of all transbay trips per day on the Bay Bridge·comidor (including BART)
are made by bicycle, how many thousands would that be?

Please also identify the maximum ultimate capacity ofeach possible design as a function of width and
both with and with6ut pedestrians. A rough guideline for this calculation is that bicycles are generally 25
at least six times as space efficient as motor vehicles on the roadways, sometimes much mor6 efficient.
However. pedestrian traffic can severely limit that capacity by providing erratic obstructions that                                                           ..

interrupt smooth flow.

When considering the ability of each potential path design's projected levels, please be sure to evaluate

the overall'effect of the factors which would tend to discourage pathway use, including but not limited
to: noise; headlight glare; glare from bridge lighting; pollution; conflicts with pedestrians;  danger due     '                     26
to high speed and path constriction; harassment and assault from motorists (the number-two most
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reported problem on the Golden Gate Bridge); wind; and both flying debris as well as collected debris.
Please also consider factors which may encourage path use, such as views, sense of autonomy, and sun
exposure.  One note regarding view (p highly subjective category): the proposed path is at the low cnd
of a 2% lateral grade (across the width of the bridge). Therefore the tallest bicyclist likely to be on the
bridge, oven when standing on his or her bicycle (8 ft.) would not be able to see below the far edge of 26the bridge. In dther words, the far edge of the bridge would be at eye level. However, all ten or more
motor tr lic lanes would be in view, deflecting additional noise towards the pathway user than ifthe Cont.
bridge were flat.   On the other hand, views to the east should be highly similar, independent of whether
the path user is on the proposed path or on a path below deck, because of the curve and grade of the

bridge.

Another p6int to consider when studying  is the likely sudden increase in ridership in the event of an
earthquake or other cause of failure of BART.  BART has become increasingly fallible, and is nearing
its final capacity (without an additional transbay line).   In the event of a failure in the Transbay Tube,
(which has become increasingly common over the past year), a transportation crisis will be precipitated
which will inspire many new users of the path.  Will the path be able to safely accommodate that need? 27This falls under the current scope of the project as a transportation-protecting seismic safety project.  If
not, does CalTrans disagree that this project should provide maximum seismic safety for transportation
on the SFOBB corridor (including BARD?

DESIGN TYPES:

Obviously, CalTrans will need to identify some design types in order to evaluate the extent to which
they encourage or discourage in order to study useage as requested above.

The four design types which we would like you to study include:

a) The proposed path (15.5-feet in width, one-foot above deck, south side);
b) A "below deck" path which is adjacent to the south side of the bridge but lowered so as to 28
provide an effective barrier from sound, headlight glare, and othcr harms listed above;
c) A'"beneath deck" path which is suspended below the bridge;

d) An "above-deck-and-center (ADC) path, which is either between the two spans or above one
of the spans. In addition, please study this as an option for a bridge which has stacked decks
(double-decked as in the case of the existing East Span).

In addition, please consider the benefits of connecting the path to the west span and the island through
the top portion of the tunnel at Yerba Buena island (YBD·  As seen in a recent new bridge in Seattle,
bicycle access can be effectively accomodated in the space reserved by the upper arc of a tunnel. Such 29
use would be the most direct route, would avoid costly environmental harms of path construction on
YBI  such as potential toxic clean-up, removal of trees, and paving natural areas, and would provide the
ideal connection to a Brooklyn-Bridge-style path on the West Span.  How can this design connect
through the tlinnel? Please leave the option open to do so.  If not, why not? (Here again, we have the 30
serious problem that the project is not being considered in relation to other highly related and
concurrent projects).

IMMEDIATE ACCESS

Because equal access is imperative to provide a true "lifeline bridge connection" (as per the project
purpose), and because equal access clearly mitigates significant environmental impacts, please study
the alternative of immediate direct access for bicyclists and pedestrians. The existing bridge could be 131

San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project FEIS Page  1 -272



Volume 11: Section 1 DEIS Comments and Responses
Bike the Bridge! Coalition  11/23/1998

7

re,striped to accomodate a bicycle lane, and still have motor lanes. which are significantly wider than
the width of lanes on the Golden Gate Bridge while providing at least an Antioch-bridge-styled                                          31
shoulder for bicy,cles. The recent feasibility study. of public.access to the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge

(thanks to BCDC) found that such access to freeways is statistically safer than city streets (RSR Study). Cont.
Narrower lanes would help discourage speeding, which would make for more efficient traffic flow,
safer traffic flow, and better fuel economy.

Why were alternative loading specifications not studied?  How much Iess expensive would a path be if
designed only for equal access? Please do not respond that the live load of a path is greater for 32
pedestrians than for motor vehicles because that is a deceptive simplification.  Please consider
alternative materials such as steel and aluminum for the construction of the path.

With regards to  (A), the DEIS reports that extreme noise levels will be suffered by' pathway users
which are well into the upaccaptable range. Given the importance ofthis facility as the only reliable
congestion-release valve available on this corridor, why is CalTrans insisting on a path which will 33
clearly discourage rather than encourage use?  Why have no mitigations been proposed·for this noise?

EXISTING ACCESS:

In studying,  it is important to realize how much Of a discouragement that existing access is.   just as the

bridge was built originally to replace ferries, so the path will replace methods of shuttling a bicycle
which are redundant and inconvenient. A bicycle is comparable to a motor vehicle for trayel in a city. 34
Why would a bicyclist wish to pac£ his or her vehicle of transportation into another vehicle any more
than a motor·vehicle driver would·want to pack his or her Car, motorcycle, or truck into another vehicle

' to travel?

Why was it not mentioned that the CalTrans bicycle shuttle (p. 33 of Bicycle and Pedestrian Study) was
, recently curtailed by CalTrans without notice, andthatthat shuttle was often at *double* capacity,
requiring a second shuttle and tow trucks to attend to the overflow?  Why was it not mentioned that
since that curtailment, many bicyclists have stopped using the shuttle because it is so unreliable? I 35
was personally told by a number offrequent shuttle users that they were goinBto "go back to driving"
because of the curtailment Most bicyclists of driving age own cars.   How many bicyclists lost their
jobs or suffered in their work, school, or other obligations because ofthe loss of a reliable way across
the bay9  What is the environmental impact of their suffering?

Relatedly, why was it not mentiond that AC Trailsit buses have a similar capacity problem and arc .136therefore unreliable?

Tb what extent is this unreliability, combined with all the other costs and inconveniences of transit use,                I
a discouragement to bieycling?  To what extent does a dedicated path solve those pro61ems?  What are                  37
the environmental harms then of each potedtial path user who is lost?

DISTRIBUTION AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT:

(Appendix, page E-4) How does CalTrans  make the determination that groups who became involved
after "bicycle enthusiasts" became involved included "several more established and ad-hoc" groups.
One dictionary defines "ad hoc" as "for a special purpose': How would an ad-hoc group differ from an 38
"established" group?· What groups were "ad-hoc"?  Were they trehted differently than other groups or
individuals?   In what way? Was there prejudice against any organizations and if so, was the "ad-hoc"
versus "more established" determination a factor in that prejudice?
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The reason we ask is because there have been repeated problems with CalTrans excluding our
organization, and with CalTrans representatives appearing prejudiced against this organization.

The mission  of the Bike the Bridge! Coalition (BTB!C) is to champion equal access for nonmotorized
travelers (including bicyclists, pedestrians and wheel-chair riders (including electric wheel-chair,
riders)) to all transbay corridors including trains and buses.  We have a mailing list of over 10,000
supporters. Would CalTrans consider us "ad-hoc"?

38
The BTB!C is a primary informer of the public with regards to the issue of equal access to San Cont.
Francisco Bay Bridges and has been in active contact with CalTrans in that capacity since the fall of
1996.

Although the BTB!C has repeatedly asked CalTrans in writing to be included on the most interested
parties list for all San Francisco Bay Area bridge projects, we were not included on the distribution list
for the DEIS.

However, other regional organizations such as the "Bay Bridge Coalition" did receive a copy.  What
criteria was used in assembling the distribution list?

In addition, regarding page E4 ofthe DEIS, how can CalTrand fairly and adequately "select
individuals to represent the interest of the numerous gr6ups"?                                                                                39

If the intention was to exclude certain representatives then how can the DEIS be considered a fair and
complete document?

CALTRANS' ADVISORY COMMITrEE

In the bicycle/pedestrian study, why was there no investigation of a "below deck"
location for the                                                                     

pathway? For purposes of this discussion, "below deck" will include any design which provides
physjcal separation (such as a solid barrier) between the path user and freeway traffic in order to
mitigate such harms as noise, headlight glare, pollution, harassment and assault from motorists, and
flying debris as well as collected debris. A "below deck path" could include a path suspended 40
underneath the structure or adjacent to one side of the structure.

The official CalTrans Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC or BBBPAC) requested that this
option be studied in early  1998, as did individual members at each subsequent meeting of the BBBPAC

-with the designers and CalTrans.

In conversations, issues such as emergency access, bomb threats, and "personal security" have been 41
raised in a very vague fashion. CalTrans has not answered formal requests from the BTB!C for an
explanation.

For·a list of refutations to diese issues please see the attached document. "BTB!.C arguments for a
protected path"

in addition, members ofBBBPAC have asked that a "Brooklyn Bridge" or "above deck center" (ADC)
path location be considered.  For the purposes of this discussion, an ADC path location shall consist of 42
any multiuse path located over the roadway and either between the spans or above a single span.  Such
a design was presented to EDAP for the signature bridge cable-stayed design option C.
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Why was this not considered at BBBPAC's request? In conversations with CalTrans staff I was
informed that this was probably infe sible bedause of cost, related to the fact that the proposed design

· 42
calls for two spans. Would a single-span double-decked bridge allow for more options including this Cont.
one to  be more feasible? (See questions' regarding this issue above).

Many,proponents of the path have argued for the importance of a dedicated class-I multiuse path on
both sides of the bridge for numerous reasons, including the separation (for safety and for travel
zfficiency) of fast bicycle traffic from unpredictable pedestrian traffic.

Of interest, the DEIS claims in S.3.9 that "bicycle/pedestrian path options were considered by a
Caltrans-hosted" committee (BPAC), and that "the committee considered...design variations including
a single path on one structure and dual paths."  Why are the other designs which the BPAC and
members/participants of the BPAC asked CalTrans to stucG hot listed?  Why is the factlhat the dual-
path design.was the preferred design recommended by the BPAC? This wording would lead some
people to believe.that the BPAC was in control of the investigation.   In fact, it was very difficult for the 43
BPAC to get any information from Call'rans and indeed, members of this primarily voluntary
committee were forced to hire a consultant in order to get answers to many questions. There was a
budget allocation of zero for this CalTrans committee.

To what extent was the design therefore pre-detdrmined by CalTrans?  How oan a true.environmental
review be given td a design whi6h is thusly pre-determined?

ALTERNATIVE DESIGN OF THE BRIDGE

It is presumed that to meet the criteria of providing a true "lifeline bridge connection" with the
minimum environmental impact, that the bridge must be re-designed.  In addition, there  are many
claims which I am sure you are aware ofwhi6h suggest that a better, more uniquely successful bridge
would be possible and potentially more economical to build in addition to being more environmentally 44
sound. There is a widespread belief that such a redosign can only be successful if an international open
design competition is employed.  Why was an open design competition not employed? What would it
take td begin one?  With the over#helming public support fer the features requiring redesign (an

appropriate path, rail capacity, minimizing the impacts on and  of the Bay and island, etc.) which has
been demonstrated through polls and the passage of the four ballot measures, will a redesign be
commencing?    If not,  how can CatTlans continue to make the claim that CalTrans has mad6 throughout
this project:   "We will build what the·Bay Area wants us to build."

Sincerely, ..=, -W

LL 4--J.*%
East Bay Coordinator
Bike the Bridget  Coalition
CC: Bay Area Toll Authority,MTC and EDAP, Director, CalTrans District 4

BCDC Staff, Commissioners, Alternate and Design Review Board
Bay Area Legislators

ATTACHED: BTBIC ARGUMENTS FORA PROTECIED PATHWAY

Printed on  100% Post-Consumer Content, Re-orcted paper.
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Bike the Bridget Coalition Letter dated 11/23/1998

Comment 1
The project's purpose is to provide a seismically upgraded vehicular crossing for
current and future users.  The East Span Project is designated as a specific action
necessary to prevent or mitigate an emergency as defined in the Streets and Highways
Code Section  180.2.   The  East Span Project is being implemented to prevent a
catastrophic failure of the bridge and provide a lifeline connection.

Comment 2
Caltrans' focus on seismic safety to the exclusion of congestion relief was intentional,
because Caltrans considers the need for improved seismic safety in this corridor to be
paramount. Because of the project's size, it has led some members of the regional
community to advocate for multiple purposes that address congestion relief in addition
to safety. However, expanding the scope of the project to include congestion relief
would have resulted in lengthy public and agency debate about how best to implement
a congestion relief solution, with the result that the seismic safety component of the
project would have been substantially delayed. Caltrans anticipates beginning
construction  of this critical safety project in  late 2001. This would  not have  been
possible if the scope of the project had included congestion relief.

The East Span Project is not intended to solve the congestion problems of the Bay Area
since it is a seismic safety project.  MTC is currently evaluating ways to improve
transbay service, especially the possibility of rail on the SFOBB (see Section 2.5 -
Accommodation of Multi-modal Strategies for more details). The

replacement                         alternatives would not preclude items such as rail or the use of HOV lanes should
decision-makers choose to fund and construct a rail system or designate HOV lanes as
a separate future project on the East Span. The selection of any replacement
alternative would include a bicycle/pedestrian path, which would benefit future users.

Comment 3
The East Span Project is one of a number of independent seismic safety projects being
implemented for the SFOBB (please see Section 1.3.6 - Other SFOBB Seismic Safety
Projects).  The East Span Project would result in a lifeline structure for vehicular and
non-motorized traffic. This lifeline link between YBI and the Oakland Touchdown area
would not conflict with proposed improvements, including provision of a bike path on
the SFOBB West Span or any improvements or changes to the Transbay Transit
Terminal. The provision of any of these projects would neither require nor preclude any
of the other projects; they each have Independent utility. Section 4.15- Cumulative
Impacts of the EIS evaluates the cumulative impacts on resources from present and
planned projects in the area, including other SFOBB Seismic Safety Projects.

The Transit Terminal Project is an independent project for which the CCSF is
conducting environmental review. The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC)
is conducting a study to evaluate potential allocation of toll surcharge funds to the
terminal project. Results of the CCSF and MTC analyses do not influence the need to
provide a lifeline crossing on the East Span. The East Span replacement alternatives
would provide a lifeline vehicular access across the East Span. Vehicles,

including                   
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                  buses that use
the current terminal, would be provided a seismically safe East Span

crossing.

Comment 4
A double-deck option (i.e.,  one deck positioned over another) was considered.   The
discussion can be found in Section 2.7.8 - Double-deck Alternative.

Comment 5
The reasons why a single-structure option was withdrawn and the replacement
alternatives were designed with two parallel structures are explained in Section 2.7.8 -
Double-deck Alternative. A double-deck structure would have higher costs. There is
also the possibility of less seismic reliability compared to two parallel structures.
Finally, limited panoramic views for bridge users would also make a double-deck
structure far less desirable and would reduce aesthetic value compared to two parallel
structures.

Comment 6
Please see response to Comment 4 above.

Comment 7
The volume of solid fill for piles and pile caps would be about the same for a double-
deck structure as compared to two parallel structures.  The area of high-level
suspended fill for bridge decks would be less for a double-deck structure. However,
the high-level suspended fill associated with two parallel structures would be placed at
a substantial height above the water surface.  Such fill generally would not result in
adverse environmental impacts to Bay resources; therefore, there is not a substantial
difference between a double-decked structure and side-by-side decks in relation to
Bay fill impacts as defined by the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development
Commission.

Construction impacts would be similar for both types of bridge structures. Construction
costs and potential for delays in schedule would be greater for a double-deck structure
due to an increase in the complexity of construction.

Comment 8
A double-deck structure would not reduce the amount of materials needed.  Both a
double-deck structure and two parallel structures would require two decks of concrete
to provide for travel lanes. In addition, a double-deck structure would require similar
mass for expanded columns and footings to support having one deck above another to
be as seismically reliable as two parallel structures,.

Comment 9
Concerns about seismic reliability with a double-deck structure contributed to its
withdrawal from consideration as an alternative. Please see Section 2.7.8 - Double-
deck Alternative.
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Comment 10
An above-deck bicycle/pedestrian path was not analyzed as part of the double-deck
alternative. It would be more expensive to construct and, while it would slightly
decrease the size of the bridge footprint, it would make the cross-section more
obtrusive due to its thickness. An above-deck path on a double-deck structure would
effectively result in a triple-deck bridge with even greater problems than a double-deck
structure.

Comment  11
The Purpose and Need for the project calls for maintaining the existing number of
lanes. Although detailed studies were not undertaken to determine feasibility of placing
rail on a double-deck alternative, it is anticipated that installing a fixed guideway on
each deck would require converting one shoulder and one travel lane for both
directions of travel and would not be easier to construct.

Comment  12
The Retrofit Existing Structure and all replacement alternatives would require
construction activities on YBI, using land beyond that required for the existing bridge.
Although the double-deck structure might have a narrower footprint on the eastern
portion of YBI, temporary construction easements would still be required on  both the
north and south of the existing East Span to construct the permanent structure.
Temporary detours would be required to the north and south of the replacement
structure. Construction scenarios, including the need for staging areas on the eastern
end of the island, the need for barge and truck access, vegetation removal, and other
temporary impacts during construction would be similar for any of the

build                             
alternatives.

As for permanent land use impacts on YBI, a double-deck structure would not solve the
land use issues as the impacts are the result of the alignment and not the configuration
of the structure.

Comment 13
The replacement alternatives are considered a single bridge because together they
accommodate both directions of travel.

Comment 14
At this stage, it is not possible to determine how portions of a replacement alternative
would be used in a post-earthquake response situation. Based on proposed structure
designs, it is expected that neither structure would fail in a major seismic event and the
bicycle/pedestrian path would be as operational as the rest of the structure.  The
bicycle/pedestrian path would not be converted to a traffic lane because it is being
designed to accommodate bicycles and pedestrians, not motor vehicles.

Comment 15
In accordance with current design standards, any new highway is required to have 3-
meter (10-foot) shoulders on both sides of a roadway. This project does not include
increased capacity on the bridge because the shoulders would not be used for normal
vehicle traffic. The standard vehicle lane is 3.6 meters (12 feet) wide. The

purpose of             
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  the shoulders is to provide access for emergency and maintenance vehicles and to
provide areas for disabled vehicles, so they do not block the travel lanes. They would
not be used as passing lanes.  It is a violation of the California Vehicle Code for a
vehicle to pass another vehicle by using the shoulders.

Comment 16
The USCG requires that any part of bridges that are replaced (except those
incorporated into a new bridge) be removed down to the Bay bottom (please see letter
from the U.S. Coast Guard dated August  12,  1998 in Appendix G - Agency
Consultation Letters).

Even if this requirement were not in place, the existing structure would still require
retrofitting to prevent seismic failure. During a major earthquake, the existing
unretrofitted bridge may experience multiple-span failure, and the resulting collapse
could damage a replacement bridge. Caltrans is responsible for safety on its
transportation facilities. Leaving the existing bridge in use, which could lead to
possible loss of life in an MCE, would be contrary to Caltrans' obligation to the public.

Retrofitting the existing bridge would cost approximately $0.9 billion. Funding does not
currently exist to retrofit and also replace the existing bridge. Retrofitting to handle
bicycles or rail would not be cheaper than retrofitting for motor vehicles. The issue is
not what kind of traffic would use the bridge, but how to control for the potential failure
of the numerous elements that make up the bridge.

 
There would also be conflicts between the existing bridge and a replacement bridge
where both bridges meet on land.

Overall, it would be better to construct new bicycle and/or rail crossings to current
seismic standards rather than try to use the existing bridge after a replacement bridge
is constructed.

Comment 17
See response to Comment  16. It should be noted that the existing bridge is in  use
because there is currently no practicable alternative in place to serve its functions.

Comment 18
The seismic retrofit program for those state-owned toll bridges needing retrofitting is
funded by a variety of public sources. The equity issue raised in the comment may
also be stated in terms of the funding of various transportation modes with vehicle tolls.
A portion of the bridge tolls paid by vehicle users funds various transit and traffic-relief
projects, including ferry operations and the San Francisco Bay Trail which also
accommodate bicycle users. The replacement alternatives for the East Span Project
provide for both non-motorized and vehicular access by including a bicycle/pedestrian
path and vehicular lanes which would be available for use by high occupancy vehicles
(carpools, vanpools, and buses). All replacement alternatives can accommodate light
rail, should taxpayers choose at some future date to fund the installation of rail transit
on the SFOBB East Span by converting one vehicle lane and one shoulder in each

                direction
to light rail.
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The Loma Prieta earthquake closed the East Span for four weeks while damage was                 
repaired. The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) conducted an
assessment of the regional macroeconomic impacts of the Loma Prieta earthquake.
ABAG concluded that the maximum loss to the Gross Regional Product was in the
range of $181 to $725 million. ABAG noted that San Francisco suffered a significant
loss ($73 million) in taxable sales activity, and that "a major portion of the loss in
economic activity in San Francisco may have been due to a loss in transportation
access."

Comment  19
The purpose of the bicycle/pedestrian technical study was to determine the potential
for the East Span Project to be consistent with established plans, programs, or policies
related to provision of pathway or bicycle lane facilities within the project area.
Because the Bay Trail Plan included a future Bay connection on the SFOBB, the study
evaluated the ability of project alternatives to implement the proposed Bay Trail
extension. The bike path configuration addressed in the study and included as a
component of the replacement alternatives was developed in consultation with the
BPAC. A study of bicycle usage in the Bay Area is beyond the scope of the East Span
Project.

Comment 20
Bicycle/pedestrian facility designs were evaluated as part of a collaborative effort
involving Caltrans, MTC and BPAC. Alternative configurations and features for the
facility were discussed and analyzed based on user preferences and technical

input                 though a series of public workshops. The configuration adopted by MTC was the
second choice of the BPAC. BPAC's initial recommendation of a two-path design was
not selected by EDAP.  One of the reasons was the issue of security.  On days when
the number of path users is moderate, it would be better to have users on one path
than on two, for security reasons.

The bicycle/pedestrian path is not "designed to be taken away" for use as a traffic lane.
The width of the path was determined to provide bicycle traffic in two directions as well
as foot traffic according to transportation standards for bicycle facilities.  The path is
designed to accommodate maintenance and emergency vehicles to service the path
and its users; it would not be used by normal vehicle traffic. The bicycle/pedestrian
structure has been designed according to bicycle facility standards to carry only
bicycle and pedestrian traffic.  It has not been analyzed, designed, or checked for
highway traffic loadings.  To use the path for normal vehicular traffic would be
dangerous and illegal.  The path is designed to be about 0.3 meter (1 foot) above the
vehicular travelway as requested by the BPAC. There is also a separation of 0.5 meter
(1.5 feet) between the path structure and the bridge, including a barrier and a railing,
that physically separates users from motorists. The design of the path precludes its
conversion to a traffic lane at any time in the future.

Comment 21
The DEIS presents potential impacts and benefits of the bicycle/pedestrian path
recommended by BPAC to the MTC Task Force. Based on the feasibility of

including a             
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A<ll

                 bicycle/pedestrian path and
the availability of funding to include the path as a

component of the structure design, the path was included in all replacement
alternatives.  The path design identified is one of the designs recommended by BPAC.
As mentioned in response to Comment l,a bicycle/pedestrian path is a design
variation and not a stand-alone alternative for the East Span Project; accordingly, a
build/no-build comparison of this single component of the structure design was not
conducted. Consideration of national lifestyles, family patterns, and ethics is beyond
the scope of this project.

Comment 22
Noise levels for bicycle/pedestrian path users under the replacement alternatives were.
estimated by Caltrans to be 82-84 dBA Leq. This noise level is typical of being in a busy
restaurant or in the kitchen with a garbage disposal running and requires shouting to
be heard at 1 meter (3.3 feet); most people would perceive the noise as being loud.
Two cyclists riding single-file would have difficulty communicating by shouting.  The
U.S. Occupational Safety & Health Administration (OSHA) has established a health-
based criteria of exposure for eight hours to noise levels of 90 dBA. This level was
selected to prevent hearing damage in most individuals who are subjected to the noise
level for a 40-hour work week over ten years. Because noise levels on the bridge
would be lower than the OSHA standard and people would be subjected to it for a
period much shorter than the eight-hour period assumed for the standard, exposure to
typical noise levels on the bridge would not cause permanent incremental hearing
damage.

                 Comment 23The single, south side path is the only recommended bicycle/pedestrian path variation
included in the design of the East Span replacement alternatives. Other designs were
considered and eventually withdrawn by the MTC Task Force. The proposed path
would increase bicycle mode share of person trips in the Bay Area by providing a non-
motorized facility between the  East  Bay  and  YBI. It cannot be determined  at this time
how provision for and use of the bicycle/pedestrian path would contribute to the federal
government's goal.

Comment 24
The possible benefits of using the bicycle/pedestrian path are noted. As stated by the
commenter, no formal methods to predict future path usage are in place.

Comment 25
The capacity of walkways is based on the relationship between speed and volume of
pedestrians. Most pedestrians would have their walking speed restricted if the
combination of pedestrian volumes and walkway geometrics offered less than 0.56
square meter/pedestrian (6 square feet/pedestrian).  In this situation, the flow rate
would be less than 82 pedestrians/minute/meter of width (25 pedestrians/minute/foot of
width).1 Therefore, the maximum flow rate for the proposed East Span
bicycle/pedestrian facility, with all pedestrian traffic, is about 375 pedestrians/minute.

1 Highway Capacity Manua/- Third Edition, Transportation Research Board,  1994.
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There is a limited amount of information regarding the capacity of bicycle facilities. The
Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) reported two-way high volumes for a two-lane bicycle
facility as 500-2,000 bicycles per hour.2 The capacity of the East Span
bicycle/pedestrian facility would also be impacted by environmental conditions, skill
and familiarity of cyclists, and specific geometric features of the facility.

The capacity of the East Span bicycle/pedestrian facility when used simultaneously by
pedestrians, bicyclists and other non-motorized users would vary depending on the
mix of users.  It is important to note that the capacity of the facility does not indicate
what level of demand the facility would likely generate, although the HCM notes that the
facility should "provide sufficient capacity to allow good-to-excellent operating
conditions if they are to be successful in encouraging bike use."

Comment 26
The bicycle/pedestrian facility designs were evaluated as part of a collaborative effort
involving Caltrans, MTC, and BPAC. Alternative configurations and features for the
facility were discussed and analyzed based on user preferences and technical input
though a series of public workshops. A final recommendation to Caltrans that the
single path on the south side, the second choice of the BPAC, should be included in
the replacement bridge designs was made by MTC. Section 2.7.9 - Design Variations
Considered of the FEIS describes its features. Other design variations have been
withdrawn from further consideration, and the replacement alternatives include only the
single, south-side plan.

Please see response to Comment 25 in regard to path capacity.

Comment 27
The East Span Project is not responsible for BART's operation or lack thereof.
Nevertheless, it has been the practice of transportation providers in the Bay Area to
provide mutual assistance in the event of disruption to the transportation system.

Comment 28
See response to Comment 26 above.

Comment 29
The bicycle/pedestrian path proposed for the replacement alternatives would terminate
on the east side of YBI.   The  East Span path could accommodate connections to a
possible path on the West Span.

Caltrans and MTC are currently preparing a feasibility study for a possible
bicycle/pedestrian/maintenance path on the West Span and a YBI connection to the
path on a replacement East Span. The study is expected to the completed by May
2001. The preliminary design locates the potential path along both sides of the West
Span and connecting to an at-grade path along the south side of YBI, generally along

2 ibid·
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                  the
existing Treasure Island Road, that would then connect to the East Span path.  See

Section 4.2.2 - Non-Motorized Traffic: Bicycles and Pedestrians for more details.
Suspending a path from the top of the existing tunnel is not being considered due to
design issues, including insufficient vertical clearance.

Comment 30
As mentioned in response to Comment 29, Caltrans and MTC are currently preparing a
feasibility study regarding a path on the West Span.

Comment 31
Decreasing lane width on the existing bridge to provide a shoulder/bicycle path would
reduce safety. Current roadway design standards require lanes to be 3.6 meters (12
feet) wide, and the lanes on the existing bridge are 3.5 meters (11.7 feet).

Comment 32
Restricting access to pedestrians and bicycles only (excluding maintenance or
emergency vehicles) would not decrease the path's cost. Restricting maintenance
vehicles would also increase the difficulty and cost associated with maintenance.
Restricting emergency vehicles would increase Caltrans' liability risk.

Alternative loadings are studied only under very rare and special circumstances (e.g.,
extremely long spans, unusual vehicles, etc.). Given its function, the new East Span
does not require special loading considerations, since it is capable of carrying the

                 Highway
and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) codes.

loads specified in the Bridge Design Specifications and American Association of State

Designing the bicycle/pedestrian facility to less than the current standards is not
acceptable to Caltrans. The materials used would achieve the required functions and
standards in the most economically efficient manner.  The path on the skyway and
main span would be made of steel with a concrete overlay.  The YBI and Oakland
portions of the structure would be concrete. These materials are the most economical
for the functions of the path.

Comment 33
As mentioned in response to Comment 22, bridge path users would not experience
hearing damage. Other potential noise concerns include the potential to be startled by
short-duration loud noises.  In a relatively quiet environment where cyclists and
pedestrians were not expecting loud traffic noise (such as a truck passing by), these
noise levels could startle an individual, resulting in possible loss of balance or control of
a bicycle. Because bridge riders would be constantly experiencing elevated noise
levels and trucks frequently passing by, this is not anticipated to be a substantial safety
concern to bridge path users.

Based on the fact that path users would not experience hearing damage or safety
hazards as a result of the elevated noise levels, Caltrans does not propose noise
attenuation measures. Also, Caltrans performed a noise study of the bicycle path
beside Route 24 between Orinda and Lafayette in Contra Costa County. Noise

                   readings of 82 dBA
were measured, approximately the same level that is expected for
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the path on the East Span. Therefore, East Span path users should expect to have                 similar noise conditions to those experienced by bicycle path users on Route 24.
Details about the Route 24 study can be found in Section 4.5.2 - Noise on the
Bicycle/Pedestrian Path of the EIS.

Comment 34
Preference for a bicycle/pedestrian path compared to the bike shuttle is noted.

Comment 35
Caltrans has not curtailed the bicycle shuttle service. The bicycle shuttle currently
operates four trips in the peak direction and three in the non-peak during both the
morning and afternoon. The construction of a new East Span would improve Caltrans
bicycle shuttle service and AC Transit service by improving traffic operations on the
SFOBB.  With the improvement in traffic operations, AC Transit and/or Caltrans may be
able to improve the frequency or reliability of its service.  If so, this would be a benefit
of the East Span Project.

The East Span bicycle/pedestrian path would be a new connection for bicyclists,
pedestrians, and other users to travel between the East Bay and YBI/TI without a car.
This connection does not currently exist and, therefore, would provide additional
access.

Comment 36
The East Span Project alternatives would not impact the capacity of AC Transit buses
for bicyclists and other users. An evaluation of the reliability of AC Transit

bicycle                      facilities is beyond the scope of the EIS.  The FEIS does report AC Transit's plans to
upgrade its bus fleet to provide bicycle racks on all its buses (see Section 3.2.3 -
Non-Motorized Traffic: Bicycles and Pedestrians).

Comment 37
See response to Comment 36 above.

Comment 38
To avoid confusion, the words "established and ad hoc" have been deleted from the
document.

Any group or individual that requested Caltrans to add its name to the DEIS distribution
list should have received a copy of the document.  If the Bike the Bridge! Coalition
requested to be on this list and did not receive a copy of the report, it was an
accidental oversight.  The Bike the Bridge! Coalition is on the distribution list for the
FEIS.

Comment 39
As mentioned in Appendix E - Consultation and Coordination of the FEIS, the
members of the BPAC were selected by the various groups interested in advocating a
bicycle/pedestrian path on the SFOBB. Caltrans did not participate in any selection
process within these organizations, nor did Caltrans advocate for any selection process
or outcome.
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                 Comment 40The possibility of a below-deck bicycle and pedestrian path was evaluated by the
BPAC, but was not one of the two recommendations it submitted to MTC. Issues of
maintenance access, security of users, lighting, emergency vehicle access, access to
and from the roadway in an emergency situation, integration with overall bridge design,
and cost were all important factors that contributed to the withdrawal of a below-deck
bicycle/pedestrian path as an option.

Comment 41
Caltrans seeks to deter activities by members of the public that pose a potential threat
to their own safety or the safety of others. Such activities are less likely to occur on
public facilities that are visible from other vantage points.  The path is being designed
so that path users would be visible to motorists.  The path is also being designed so
that emergency response personnel would have easier access to the path. Gates in
the railing would be provided to facilitate emergency personnel access from the
shoulders.

Comment 42
Please see response to Comment 26 above regarding the path design selection.  A
number of design variations were assessed by the BPAC, including an above-deck
option, but this option was not recommended to MTC by the BPAC. Please see
response to Comment 10 regarding an above-deck path on a double-deck structure.

                 Comment 43The discussion of bicycle/pedestrian design variations in Section 2.7.9- Design
Variations Considered has been revised to address the issues listed in this comment.

Comment 44
MTC has conducted an open process to consider design of the replacement
alternatives. A three-day public workshop was conducted in  May  1997 at which
individuals and design firms presented design concepts for a replacement bridge.  The
MTC Task Force, through its EDAP, has continued to oversee design refinements.
Once a basic design program was defined, two structure.types, cable-stayed
suspension and self-anchored suspension main span, were carried through a
competitive design process.  Both of these variations have been addressed in the EIS.

Refinements to the selected alternative would continue through the final design phase
of project development. However, additional design competitions are not foreseen for
the East Span Project.
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  November 23,1998

...I Ms. Mara Malandry
Cal Trans District 4

405 Riurteenth Street P.O. Box 23660
Suite 1010 Oakland, CA 94623

Oakland, Califurnia
Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement-San Francisco-Oakland

94612
.. Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project

510/763-0972

510/7634724 fax Dear Ms. Malandry:
On behalf of the California Preservation Foundation (CPF), I would like to thank
you·for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement-
San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project
CPF is the only statewide, non-profit organization promoting the preservation of
California's historic built environment. We represent more than 100,000 residents
through our members and local historic preservation organizations.

Given the enormity of the task, we feel the EIS is quite thoro,gh in its
documentation and treatment of historic resources. We remain very

concerned,                                    1however. about the potential loss of historic resources as part of this project.
Specifically, the loss of the historic bridge itself, and the effects the project will
have on other historic resources in the project area-most specifically Quarters 1
and Building 262 on Yerba Buena Island.

Our specific comments are as follows:

Page 3·86 Borders of the Senior Officers' Quarters Historic District.
We concur that FHWA needs to seek clarification of the district boundary as                                   2
soon as possible in consultation with the SHPO and the Navy as part of the
Section 106 compliance process.

                                                      Section 4.10 Cultural Resources.
This section should refer to Chapter 6 for               3

a more in-depth discussion of historical resources impacted by this proJect.
Persons interested in historical resources will naturally turn to Section 4.10 and
may not know that Chapter 6 also refers to historic resources. In addition,                        4
Chapter 6 should be clearly labeled as pertaining to historic resources both in
the Table of Contents and in thechapter heading. Section 4(f)

determinations                             5should be included in the EIS summary. Additionally. the effects on the historic
resources of all the replacement options should be photographically represented
as they are with the retrofit option. I 6

Page 4-84 Quarters 1.  We are very concerned about the effects that temporary
detour structures from a replacement option would have on

Quarters  1.   It                                              7would seem that the North North option of building a freeway over the top of
this building would have an adverse effect, if even temporary, from noise,
vibration and debris. The North South option would appear to have a
somewhat lesser impact. Figures 2-16.1 through 2-18 in Appendix A showing                   8
the temporary detour structures should be referenced in Chapter 4.

Page 4-85 Building 262. We are very concerned about the Adverse
Effect that              9the northern alignment replacement alternatives would have on Building 262.

Page 4-85 Mitigations. We understand that measures to mitigate the impacts of
this project will be formulated as part of the Section 106 process. The

measures                        10listed in the EIS are good ones, but others devel by the City of Oakland

A Statewide Non-Profit Organization Promoting Historic Preservation
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California Preservation Foundation

page two

Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board should be incorporated or reference
made to their Appendix G letter.   The list of mitigations in Chapter 4

should                                       10include ways in which remaining historic resources will be protected from harm Cont.
during construction.

Page 4-86 Interpretive Center. We believe that because the demolition of the
SFOBB would be such a substantial loss of a historic resource, that Caltrans
funding for an Interpretive Center should be allocated if the replacement option
is chosen.  If the Interpretive Center were to be located in the Key Pier
Substation, adequate access and directional signage from the bridge and                                     11
surrounding roadways should be provided. Alternately. an Interpretive Center
in downtown Oakland, or in the historic train station at 16th and Wood Streets
in West Oakland, should be considered.

Section 4.10.3 Consultation. We ask that CPF continue to be included in
Section 106 consultation. Please send information to CPF attention Advocacy  12
Chair.

Page 4-120 Cumulative Effects. Given the demolition of the historic
westbound Carquinez Bridge, and the proposed demolition of the SFOBB. we 13are very concerned that there are increasing cumulative effects of Caltrans
seismic retrofit projects on historic bridges statewide. A fuller discussion of
Caltrans policy regarding this is requested.

Page 6-27 Effect on Quarters 1. It would seem that building the North North
detour structure directly overhead Quarters 1 would result in "intederence with
activities or purposes of the resource...on...a temporary basis" as construction
and noise will most certainly make occupation of the building difficult. Please 14
discuss in further detail how this 4(f) determination, as well as other 4(f)
determinations were made. Please include CPF on your mailing list for

further                                                                 4(f) evaluations.
In conclusion, for historic resource protection, we recommend retrofit of the
existing bridge. Considering that the retrofit option would have to comply with the
Secretary of the Interiors Standards for Historic Preservation, the changes to the
bridge would be minimal when compared to the total demolition of the cntirc
historic structure.  Of the replacement options, an S.4 alignment with North South 15
temporary detours would have the least impact to historic resources on YBI and
appears to provide easier access to histonc resources on the Oakland touchdown.

Sincerely,

.1»1 1  S.,1-M
 effrey L. Eichenfield
Executive Director
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California Preservation Foundation Letter dated 11/23/1998

Comment 1
The loss of the historic bridge and effects on historic resources in the project area are
acknowledged. A Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) among the FHWA, USCG,
California State Historic Preservation Officer, and Advisory Council on Historic
Preservation has been completed (see Appendix 0).  The MOA stipulates measures to
mitigate effects on historic properties. Please also see revised Section 4.10.3 -
Impacts to Historic Architectural Resources.

Comment 2
Caltrans and FHWA did not pursue clarification of the boundary of the historic district
with the Navy. For impact assessment purposes, it was assumed the boundaries are
correct.

Comment 3
The following sentence has been added to the first paragraph of Section 4.10
Historic and Cultural Resources:

"Historic resources are also discussed in Chapter 6 as part of the
Section 4(f) evaluation."

Comment 4

                 To assist readers in finding information about historic resources, additional cross-
references have been placed in the relevant sections of Chapters 3,4 and 6.  It is not
appropriate to use a title for Chapter 6 other than "Section 4(f) Evaluation." The table of
contents is already broken down to a sufficient level of detail that historic resources
discussed in Chapter 6 are evident.

Comment 5
The EIS summary has been expanded to include Section 4(f) determinations.

Comment 6
An additional simulation (see Figure 4-26) has been provided in the FEIS to show views
from the eastern side of YBI and the temporary detours.

Comment 7
The north-north temporary detour option has been removed from further consideration;
therefore, potential impacts of this detour option are no longer being evaluated.

Comment 8
A reference to Figures 2-16.1 through 2-18 has been added to the temporary detours
discussion under replacement alternatives impacts to the Senior Officers' Quarters
Historic District in Section 4.10.3- Impacts to Historic Architectural Resources.
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Comment 9
The adverse effect of the northern alternatives on Building 262 is visual intrusion.
Caltrans recognizes that Building 262 would require protection during construction.  As
specified in the MOA, Caltrans would develop appropriate measures to protect
Building 262 from inadvertent damage during construction. Caltrans would ensure that
any inadvertent damage to Building 262 would be repaired in accordance with the
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation.

Comment 10
Caltrans and FHWA have developed a comprehensive mitigation program for this
project, described in the MOA (Appendix 0).  The City of Oakland has participated in
developing this mitigation program. The City's proposals for oral history documentation
and salvage of some bridge components are included in the MOA, and the proposal to
explain the "role of the bridge in regional development," as part of the museum exhibit
and Caltrans' effort to make some of the exhibit materials available for permanent
display are included in the MOA.  Some of the City's other proposals were not included
in the MOA because they were determined to be of insufficient public benefit relative to
their cost, or not sufficiently related to historic preservation goals. The MOA also
includes provisions for the protection of historic properties during construction.  For
more information, please see the City of Oakland Landmarks Preservation Advisory
Board comment letter on the DEIS dated 11/23/1998 found in this volume and section.
Also, see the comment letter to the Draft Supplemental Section 4(f) Evaluation by City
of Oakland, Planning Department dated 8/18/1999 found in Volume 11, Section 3.
Responses to these letters follow immediately after the letters.

Comment  1 1
A temporary museum exhibit about the big bridges of the San Francisco Bay Area,
'Bridging the Bay," is planned as one of the mitigation measures. This exhibit would
provide residents of the Bay Area with an opportunity to learn about the engineering,
transportation, and social significance of these bridges and the role they have played
in the development of the Bay Area. Caltrans would also seek permanent locations for
the materials in this exhibit, in consultation with Bay Area historical societies, local
governments, and other interested parties willing to assume responsibility for the
curation and display of these materials. A permanent interpretive center solely devoted
to this subject was not included as a mitigation measure because it is not likely to
attract sufficient patronage over the long term to justify its ongoing cost of operation
and would, therefore, not be a prudent use of public funds. The public would benefit,
however, from the permanent installation of exhibition materials at other Bay Area
locations, assuming that other facilities are willing to accept them.

Comment 12
The California Preservation Foundation is one of several organizations consulted with
respect to historic properties pursuant to Section  106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act. Several meetings regarding historic resources have been held and
the California Preservation Foundation has participated in them. (See Appendix E -
Consultation and Coordination, for more details).
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                  Comment 13Of the approximately 90 historic bridges owned by Caltrans, only two bridges are
expected to be demolished as a result of the Seismic Retrofit Program. These are the
westbound Carquinez Bridge and the East Span of the SFOBB.

Caltrans' policy is to avoid effects on historic properties, including bridges, whenever
possible. When effects cannot be avoided, they are mitigated to the extent possible.
This policy is consistent with the regulations and guidance of the ACHP and with
Section 4(f) of the Transportation Act of 1966, which requires Caltrans to avoid
demolition, unless there is no prudent or feasible alternative to demolition, and to take
all measures to minimize harm to the historic property. Demolition of a historic bridge
is considered a last resort, but is occasionally necessary if, due to the nature of the
bridge and/or its site, the only practicable way of meeting the goal of seismic safety is
through replacement.

The cumulative impacts on historic bridges within San Francisco Bay are discussed in
Section 4.15.15 of the FEIS.

Comment 14
Each determination about a Section 4(f) resource was made pursuant to Section 4(f) of
the Transportation Act of 1966 and its implementing regulations. CFR771.135(e):  "In
determining the application of Section 4(f) to historic sites, the Administration [FHWA],
in  cooperation  with the applicant  [in this case Caltrans], will consult with the State

                 or eligible for
the National Register of Historic Resources (National Register).  The

Historic Preservation Officer and appropriate local officials to identify all properties on

Section 4(f) requirements apply only to sites on or eligible for the National Register
unless the Administration determines that the application of Section 4(f) is otherwise
appropriate."

FHWA and Caltrans prepared a Historic Property Survey Report pursuant to Section
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and submitted it to SHPO for concurrence.
This process is documented in Chapters 3 and 4 of the FEIS. Once properties were
determined to be on or eligible for the National Register, project actions were evaluated
to determine whether they would result in a Section 4(f) "use" of any historic resources.
The definition of "use" pursuant to Section 4(f) may be found in the introduction to
Chapter 6 of the DEIS.  "Use" of a historic resource pursuant to Section 4(f) is not
equivalent to "adverse effect" pursuant to Section  106 of the National Historic
Preservation  Act. The distinctions between Section  4(f) and Section  106 are discussed
more fully in the FEIS, in Section 6.1.3 - Section 4(f) and Section 106. The intent of the
regulations in Section 4(f) referring to activities or purposes of a resource applies more
to the other categories of Section 4(f) resources, namely, publicly owned parks,
recreation areas and wildlife refuges where activities such as camping can be "used'
by a transportation project. Project impacts on current uses of historic resources were
not considered in the Section 4(f) evaluation because they are land use issues that
have no bearing on what makes the resource historic. Project actions were evaluated
in terms of their impact on the criteria that qualified each resource for the National
Register of Historic Places.
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The north-north temporary detour option, which would have placed a temporary
detour             above Quarters 1, has been removed from further consideration.

Comment 15
Support for retrofitting the existing bridge and Replacement Alternative S-4 is noted.
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STANFORD ENVIRONMENTAL CLINIC
STANFORD LAW SCHOOL

CROWN QUADRANGLE
559 NATHAN ABBOTT WAY

STANFORD, CALIFORNIA 943058610
(650) 725-8517

DBORAH A. SIVAS PHONE (650) 7230325
SUPERVISING ATTORNEY FAX (650)7258509

November 9, 1998

Via Electronic Mail:
sfobb.dist0484ot.ca.gov

Mr. Greg Bayol
Public Information Office
Caltrans District 4
111 Grand Avenue
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Comments on Draft  Environmental Impact Statement
for San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge

East Span'Seismic Safety Project

Dear Mr. Bayol:

                                                     On behalf ofEarth Island Institute ("EII"), we submit the following comments on the
draft Environmental Impact Statement ("EIS") for the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East
Span Seismic Safety Project ("Bay Bridge Project" ). EU previously reviewed the environmental
documentation for the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Seismic Retrofit Project ("Richmond-San
Rafael Bridge Project"), commented extensively regarding the potential effects of that project on
San Francisco Bay harbor seals, and proposed a number ofpotential mitigation measures which                                      1

were ultimately incorporated into the Incidontal Harassment Authorization issued by the National
Marine Fisheries Service.  See EII's October 3, 1997 "Comments on the Proposed Incidental
Harassment Authorization for the San Francisco Bay Harbor Seals in Connection with
Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Seismic Retrofit Project" and attached Comments by harbor seal
expert Dianne Kopec. These prior comments are expressly incorporated by reference herein.   We
would be happy to provide Caltrans with another copy ofthem, ifnecessary.

The draft EIS for the Bay Bridge Project has two serious flaws.  First, it fails to
consider                              2adequate mitigation measures to protect harbor seals using the YBI site from direct project

impacts, primarily because the document misconstrues seal use at this site. Second, the draft EIS
completely ignores potential cumulative impacts from the two bridge seismic projects on the San                          3
Francisco harbor seals population stock. Our comments address each of these defects in turn.
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Mr. Greg Bayol Page 2
November 9,1998

The most obvious adverse impact of the Bay Bridge Project on San Francisco Bay harbor
seals is direct disturbance at the YBI site itsel£ The draft EIS concedes that "vibrations from
blasting and pile driving activities may harass the harbor seals when resting at the haul-out site .
. on the southwest side of YBI or foraging in surrounding waters." Draft EIS, Section 4.14.8.
Yet the mitigation and monitoring measures proposed in the draft EIS (Section 4.14.8) for the                                4
YBI site are not adequate to ensure that seals do not abandon the YBI site due to construction
activity. In particular:

•      The draft EIS for the Bay Bridge Project contains a serious factual error in Section
4.14.8 when it states that the harbor seals use the YBI haul-out site only in the winter
months. Although the peak of seal activity at YBI occurs in the winter months, most
likely due to winter herring runs in the Bay, the ground-counts of leading Bay harbor                                     5
seal expert Dianne Kopec confirm that the site is used by Bay seals throughout the
year.  In fact, the draft EIS concedes this fact in another section of the document.
Draft EIS. Section 3.9.3 ("Harbor seals use the south side of YBI as a haul-out site
year-round"). If Caltrans believes there is any doubt about year-round harbor seal use
of YBI, we can provide you with additional scientific information on this issue

•     The draft EIS proposes to restrict the use of explosives only during the winter months
and to monitor the seals only during construction activities that use explosives.
Because the seals use the YBI site throughout the year, the impact of the Bay Bridge
Project on seals must be monitored year-round. In addition, a much more extensive
monitoring plan must be adopted for the YBI site. "Periodic monitoring" and
monitoring only during "blasting activities" are not adequate to assess true project
impacts.  At a minimum, thrice-weekly monitoring ofharbor seal numbers and
behavior at the YBI haul-out site should be conducted throughout the entire period of
bridge construction. During construction activities using explosives, seal activity at
the YBI haul-out should be monitored for a three-day period bracketing the day that 6
explosives are used.

•      The draft EIS states that a biological monitor will be present during blasting activities
to ensure that blasting is conducted only when harbor seals are not present within the
1,000-yard safety zone.  As EII previously noted in its October 3, 1997 comment
letter on the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Project, it is essential that the biological
monitor have requisite expertise for this type of field work and that the monitor be
objective and willing to report incidents that lead to temporary work stoppage.

As noted above, there is also the potential for significant cumulative impacts on the Bay's
resident harbor seals from simultaneous or sequential construction activities on the Richmond-                               7
San Rafael Bridge and the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge. While the direct effects of the
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two projects will be focused on the Castro Rocks and YBI haul-out sites, respectively, the two

projects when considered together may well adversely impact the dynamics ofthe entire San
Francisco Bay population stock. For instance, the Castro Rocks site is used as both a year-Iound
haul-out and a spring pupping site for approximately twenty percent of the pups born in the Bay,
while YBI, which is also a year-round haul-out, is presently used primarily as a mate haul-out
site during pupping season. Construction activities at Castro Rocks that temporarily or
permanently displace pupping seals to other sites may cause the YBI haul-out to become more
important to the stock as an alternative pupping site and thus more sensitive to disturbance

impacts.

The draft EIS for the Bay Bridge Project fails entirely to address the possibility of these
7

cumulative impacts.   Draft EIS, Section 4.14.8.  That is, the document does not consider Cont.
whether the bridge projects may result in increased harbor seal use of the YBI site and/or a
change in the nature of existing harbor seal activities at that site, or the impacts on the Bay
population stock in the event that such changes do occur.  Because it is foreseeable, given the
biology and population dynamics of this species, that seals may begin to use the YBI site for pup
rearing as a direct result ofdistu bance at the Castro Rocks site, these issues cannot be ignored in
the environmental documentation for the Bay Bridge Project.

The potential for cumulative impacts from simultaneous or sequential construction on the
bridge projects also underscores the need for continuous monitoring ofharbor seals at YBI
throughout the entire period ofBay Bridge Project construction, as well as the development of

 
appropriate feedback mechanisms if such monitoring demonstrates increased sensitivity at the
YBI site (caused, for example, by relocation ofpup rearing from Castro Rocks). In particular,
the draft EIS for the Bay Bridge Project should evaluate, and Caltrans should adopt, a
methodology whereby appropriate modifications ofplanned construction activities will be made
when ongoing monitoring indicates that seals have been displaced from the Castro Rocks haul-
out to YBI.

In sum, the mitigation and monitoring measums pipposed in·the'dran EIS  for the Bay.Bridge                         8
Project are inadequate to protect the seals from harassment due to construction activity.   The
draft EIS fails to consider the cumulative impact to the harbor seals of simultaneous bridge
construction and disturbance that wiU directly impact two of the three largest and most important                              9
haul-out sites in the Bay.
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Thank you for the opportunity to provide public and scientific input into the proposed

mitigation and monitoring measures for the Bay Bridge Project.   If you or your staff have any

questions about these comments, please do not hesitate to call us.

Sincerely yours,

£He 56
Janette E. Schue
Law Student
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               Earth island institute and Stanford Environmental Clinic Letter dated
11/9/1998

Comment 1
The concerns raised by Earth Island Institute in prior comments regarding the
Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Seismic Retrofit Project are noted. Research conducted
and information obtained in developing the harbor seal mitigation program for the
Richmond-San Rafael has been considered in developing the mitigation program for
the East Span Project.

Comment 2
Adequate mitigation measures will be developed in consultation with NMFS after
evaluating the final results of the Pile Installation Demonstration Project (PIDP) for which
Caltrans received an Incidental Harassment Authorization from the National Marine
Fisheries Service.  The PIDP, completed in December 2000, provided Caltrans with an
opportunity to measure sound pressure levels resulting from pile driving activities both
in air and under water. Initial results indicate no impacts to harbor seals at the YBI
haul-out site and minimal impacts to marine mammals at the PIDP site.

The PIDP also tested the effectiveness of two sound attenuation systems, a bubble
curtain and a floating barrier with a contained aerating mechanism. Results of the PIDP
suggest that sound attenuation devices are effective. Methods, such as a sound
attenuation system and/or monitoring, would be used to avoid impacts to marine

                  mammals. The decision as to what measures to implement will be made in consultation
with NMFS.

Comment 3
An expanded discussion of cumulative impacts of the project is included in Section
4.15.13- Cumulative Impacts, Natural Resources - Special Status Species of the
EIS.

Data indicate that harbor seals return to haul-out sites when construction activities
cease.  The East Span and Richmond-San Rafael Projects do not physically impact the
haul-out sites and activities related to these projects that may impact harbor seals
would be intermittent. Because the haul-out sites would not be directly used for
construction activities and the activities would be intermittent, cumulative impacts
during construction of the East Span Project in combination with the seismic retrofit of
the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge (scheduled for completion by March 2004) are
expected to be minimal.

Comment 4
As stated in response to Comment 2 above, the results of the PIDP would assist in the
development of adequate mitigation and monitoring measures for harbor seals during
construction.  The use of detonations has been withdrawn from consideration due to
the potential adverse impacts it would have on marine life.
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Comment 5
Comment noted. The reference in Section 4.14.8 - Natural Resources to harbor seals
using the YBI haul-out site only during the winter months has been removed.

Comment 6
As mentioned in response to Comment 4 above, Caltrans is no longer considering
blasting as part of the East Span Project and, therefore, no impact would occur.

Comment 7
Please see response to Comment 3 in regard to cumulative impacts on harbor seals.

A mitigation and monitoring plan will be developed in coordination with the National
Marine Fisheries Service to address potential construction-related impacts to harbor
seals and protective actions to minimize or avoid impacts. Implementation of this plan
and one similar for the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge Retrofit Project would minimize
cumulative impacts.

Comment 8
Please see responses to Comments 1 and 2 above.

Comment 9
Please see response to Comment 7 above.
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PME--a#Id0   Americans Committed to Conservation  •  A Chapter of the National Audubon Society
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November 6, 1998

Mara Melandry
Caltrans District 4
111 Grand Avenue (PO Box 23660)
Oakland, CA 94623-0660
Email: sfobb.dist04@dot.ca.gov

RE: San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project
Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Statutory Exemption

Dear Ms. Melandry:

The Golden Gate Audubon Society appreciates the opportunity to
comment on the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety
Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Statutory Exemption (DEIS).

                                                        On page 3-63 the
DEIS states that "Compared to the tidal wetlands

located in the Emeryville Crescent, tidal wetlands in the project area do not
provide extensive habitat for wildlife and, therefore, functions and values are
limited." We believe that this statement overly denigrates the value of the
tidal wetlands found in the project area. It is undoubtedly true that compared
to the Emeryville Crescent's wetlands the small project area wetlands provide
less functional habitat. On the other hand, the same may be said for most Bay                         1
Area wetlands since the Crescent's wetlands are the richest in the entire
Central Bay. Using the Crescent as the standard for valuation is misleading
and would result in most other wetlands being viewed as lacking in
functional value.

We believe it is more accurate to say that small wetlands, such as the
project area wetlands, while providing correspondingly less functional habitat
than large ones, such as the Crescent's, still provide significant functional
value. This is especially so in light of the extensive loss of wetland habitat
throughout the Bay Area Cover 85%).

The same may be said for the project's non-tidal wetlands that are also
characterized by the DEIS as having "limited functions and values" (pg. 3-63).

Nonetheless, we are appreciative of the fact that Caltrans proposes to
mitigate the loss of these wetlands at a ratio of 3:1. We are also appreciative
that such mitigation is proposed to be undertaken within the project area (pg.
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4-73). We would, however,  like to know more specifically where this tidal
marsh mitigation will take place. As for the non-tidal wetland mitigation, we                       2
believe that such mitigation should take place in the Emeryville Crescent.

We also appreciate the 3:1 mitigation ratio for the loss of mudflats
associated with the project (pg. 4-74). We do not, however, believe that the
Oakland Middle Harbor provides an appropriate mitigation site since that
area is already the site of the proposed habitat restoration that is part of the
proposed Oakland 50 dredging project. If mudflats are to be created it might be                           3
best to create them (if hydrologically possible) as close to the proposed
shorebird roosting area mitigation site as possible since shorebirds locally
migrate from feeding grounds to roosting grounds.

We have some concerns with the proposed eelgrass mitigation. From
our participation with the Port of Oakland's TAC for its 50-foot dredging
project we have learned much about eelgrass. Apparently eelgrass will grow
robustly where appropriate habitat conditions exist and lt is an efficient and
robust colonizer. From this we deduce that if the eelgrass beds are sparse in
the project area and in neighboring areas, it may be because the habitat will
not support a more dense population of eelgrass. Thus transplanting eelgrass
into these neighboring existing eelgrass beds may not result in a successful
densification of those beds. Might it even make those existing beds less
tenable by stressing an inadequate habitat? The FEIS should provide more
extensive discussion of the likelihood for success of the proposed eelgrass

transplantation into existing neighboring beds. It should also discuss the

possibility that such densification attempts might have negative impacts on
the existing beds.

For the above reasons, we believe that the proposed 3:1 mitigation ratio
is far from adequate. We believe that the impacts to eelgrass should be                               4
mitigated at a 10:1 ratio. We base this on the following:

1) The National Research Council in its 1992 study, Restoration Of

Aquatic Ecosystems, states that because mitigation is so inexact that mitigation
ratios should go as high as 10:1 depending upon the functions impacted.

2) Eelgrass is very rare in the Bay Area and it has great ecological

value. Our 1994 Symposium for the closing of the Alameda Naval Air Station
revealed that the eelgrass beds south of the Alameda Naval Air Station have

higher densities of fish and invertebrates than any other part of the Bay (see
Alameda Naval Air Station's Natural Resources and Base Closure; A Symposium,

published by Golden Gate Audubon Society, 1994).
3) Eeigrass mitigation is highly "experimental" (DEIS, pg. 4-74)

and the likelihood of success is problematic.
4) The extraordinary functional values found in the Emeryville

Crescent may be in part a result of the presence of the existing adjacent
eelgrass beds.

Furthermore, because the success of the eelgrass mitigation is so
problematic we think the mitigation should include an out-of-kind

component. In other words, because it is likely that the attempt to replace the
eelgrass will fail and result in no successful mitigation whatsoever, there
should be included a wetland or mudflat creation component to the eelgrass
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mitigation requirement. This will ensure that some aquatic habitat is
successfully created to mitigate the loss of the eelgrass even though it will not
be new eelgrass. A possible scenario would be to attempt eelgrass mitigation at                            4
a  3:1  ratio and then provide a wetland  and/ or mudflat mitigation component Cont.
at a 7:1 ratio to make up the entire 101 ratio (this wetland/mudflat mitigation
is over and above the wetland and mudflat mitigations required for project

impacts specifically to wetlands and mudflats).
The DEIS states that surveys for wildlife were not conducted (pg. 3-65).

It also states that the federally listed threatened Western Snowy Plover is
unlikely to be present on the site. We believe that appropriate Western                                   5
Snowy Plover habitat both for roosting and nesting may be present on the
site. There should be some surveying of the site to maKe a determination of
whether the plover is to be found there.

We do not agree with the statement in the DES that "removal of
mudflats...is not antidpated to adversely affect shorebirds "(pg. 4-76).
Shorebird densities in the Emeryville Crescent area are among the highest in
the Bay Area and substantial food resources must be present to support those                           6
numbers. Since shorebirds feed in mudflats, it must be assumed tbat all
mudflats present in the general area provide important foraging grounds for
these birds. Nonetheless, we are appreciative of the 3:1 ratio proposed by
Caltrans as mitigation for loss of mudflats.

The DES does state that mitigation for loss of shorebird roosting
habitat will entail the creation of such roosting habitat within the proposed
Oakland Touchdown area park and that this habitat will be fenced in to                                      7

protect the birds from human disturbance (pg. 4-76). We congratulate Caltrans

tor this proposal.
Shorebird roosting habitat is in very short supply in the Crescent Area

and we consider it to be a limiting factor in shorebird populations in the
project area. We do ask what acreage will be set aside for the shorebirds? Also,
we ask how will the habitat be created so that it will work for shorebird
roosting (vegetative growth often defeats attempts to create roosting sites

since high vegetation makes unsuitable roosting habitat). Also, we want to 8
know what assurances will be made that such a habitat will indeed be created
and how it will be managed? Will a fund be established to enable whatever

agency owns the land to manage this roosting habitat in the future? Finally,
we also ask whether it will be dedicated for such habitat purposes in
perpetuity? We believe it must be so dedicated.

We are highly appreciative of Caltrans proposal to provide nesting
platforms for the Double-crested Cormorant on the new bridge. We are
disturbed, however, by the statement that mitigation for the impacts to the

Cormorant may be "on-site or off-site". This suggests that these proposed
nesting platforms may not be included in the project (pg. 4-75). We believe
that nesting platforms on the bridge must be induded in this project for the
following reasons:                                                                           9

1) This part of the Bay is the richest in fisheries (see Alameda Naval
Air Station Symposium supra). Such extensive fisheries are necessary to

provide forage for 400-600 pairs of Cormorants.
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2) The mitigation proposed at Vallejo (Option 1) is inappropriate if it is
used as the only mitigation because it would result in a net loss of nesting
sites for the Cormorant. This is because, as the DIES states (pg. 4-75),
Cormorant nests already exist in the Vallejo salt ponds. If these Vallejo nests

are destroyed as a result of another project, and then replaced as mitigation
for the Bridge project, two nest sites are lost (Bridge and salt pond) but only
one is restored (the salt pond site). This clearly results in a net loss of nesting                        9
sites. If the Cormorant colony at the Vallejo site is going to be impacted, the Cont.
creation of new platforms at that location should be part of the mitigation
required for impacts resulting from the project that destroys the original nests
in the first place.

3) Option 2 is questionable because the relocated Cormorants may find
themselves in competition with existing Cormorant colony nesting on the
Richmond-San Rafael Bridge.

On page 2-23 and in Table 2.6-1 the DEE states that approximately
540,000 cubic meters of bay mud will need to be dredged and disposed of. The
DEIS does not indicate where this dredge material will be placed. The
discussion at 4.14.9 is completely vague. The disposal of dredge material can
inflict its own negative impacts on our aquatic environment and thus is a

very controversial subject. The FEE should explain more fully where this 10
dredge material will be deposited and the public should have the opportunity
to comment on the appropriateness of the disposal site chosen considering
the potential negative impacts of that discharge. The FEIS should indicate
whether this dredge material will have any contaminants and, if so, how the
disposal option chosen addresses the impacts of contaminated dredge
material.

Also on page 2-23 the DEIS states that underwater explosions may be
necessary. The FEIS should address this issue more fully. Will such
explosions have any effect on local fish populations. If so, could this impact
also effect fish-eating birds in the area. For example, could these explosions
have a negative impact on the fish fora ed on by the endangered California
Least Tern? Could it scare these forage tish away from the area? If so, such                             1 1
explosions should be timed to occur outside the Least Tern's nesting season

which is April through September. Also, could these explosions have any
impact on listed salmon species?

It is difficult to determine the areal extent of Bay fill involved in this
project because the DEIS describes the amount of fill in cubic measures. What                     1 2
acreage amount of Bay fill is involved in the project alternatives?

The DEIS does not make clear which is the least environmentally
damaging alternative. Which alternative has the least amount of Bay fill?
Which has the least impact on wetlands, mudflats, shorebird roosting sites, 13
eelgrass, etc. While all this information is probably in the DEIS it is not clearly
laid out. A chart illustrating the environmental impacts of the alternatives
would be very helpful.

Finally, the timing of construction should be discussed. Construction
on the touchdown area may impact shorebirds if undertaken during the
shorebird spring and fall migratory periods and during the winter

months                              1 4
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when shorebirds reside at the project area. It might be necessary to time the 14
touchdown work to avoid these sensitive time periods.

We congratulate Caltrans on its efforts to provide adequate mitigation                                       COnt.

for the project's impacts. We hope that with our added suggestions these
impacts can be adequately minimized and mitigated to the degree that
modern science allows. Thank you for your attention to our views.

Sincerely yours,

Arthur Feinstein
Executive Director
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                    Golden Gate Audubon Society Letter dated 11/6/1998

Comment 1
The importance of tidal wetlands and small isolated wetlands is recognized. It should
be noted that the build alternatives would not impact wetlands, with the exception of
Replacement Alternative S-4. This alternative would impact 0.05 hectare (0.12 acre) of
non-tidal wetlands on the southern portion of the Oakland Touchdown. Replacement
Alternative S-4 has not been identified as the Preferred Alternative.  If this alternative is
ultimately selected, mitigation would likely consist of off-site creation of non-tidal
wetlands at an appropriate site.  See the Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic
Sites in Appendix N for additional details regarding possible creation of wetlands.

Comment 2
Caltrans, in consultation with the resource agencies, screened a number of potential
mitigation sites.  Many of the sites were eliminated because they were either too small
or unavailable. The Emeryville Crescent was considered but was subsequently
withdrawn from further consideration in favor of creating a tidal marsh ecosystem.  A
potential site in Richmond has been identified that would be suitable for creation of tidal
marsh, tidal channels, and mudflats and enhancement of existing uplands and
wetlands as part of the off-site mitigation. Resource agencies agreed that creation of a
tidal marsh ecosystem instead of enhancement of the existing Emeryville Crescent
marsh would have greater value in mitigating project impacts since the Emeryville

                  marsh
or non-tidal wetlands. Moreover, the existing uplands provide a significant value

Crescent does not have a sufficient amount of uplands that could be converted to tidal

to wildlife. Please refer to the updated discussion of mitigation in Section 4.9.6 -
Natural Resources, Mitigation and Appendix N for a description of proposed off-site
mitigation locations.

Comment 3
Comment noted. The Oakland Middle Harbor Enhancement Area has been withdrawn
from consideration as a mitigation option, and reference to that site has been deleted.
Caltrans has refined conceptual plans for sand flat mitigation. Subsequent consultation
with resource agencies has resulted in development of out-of-kind mitigation in the
form of a tidal marsh ecosystem that includes mudflats, tidal channels, tidal marsh and
enhanced uplands, and existing wetlands. Caltrans would also restore on-site a
portion of sand flats temporarily impacted by the placement of a geotube to construct
the westbound roadway. For project effects to sand flats, see Section 4.9.6- Natural
Resources, Mitigation and Appendix N for more details.

Comment 4
Mitigation for the loss of eelgrass beds is described in Section 4.9.6- Natural
Resources, Mitigation and in the Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites,
which is included in Appendix N. The complexity of ensuring successful
transplantation and enhancement of eelgrass beds is recognized. Caltrans is working
with recognized experts in this field to determine the likelihood for success of
transplanting eelgrass. Proposed on-site mitigation includes harvesting eelgrass from

                  areas
that would be dredged prior to construction and planting test plots to determine
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successful methodologies for transplanting eelgrass. At project completion,
Caltrans              would also restore portions of the barge access channel to its original bathymetry and

plant eelgrass to facilitate eelgrass colonization. Caltrans would also provide off-site
mitigation in the form of a tidal marsh ecosystem. Out-of-kind mitigation is agreed to by
resource agencies.  EPA, ACOE, and USFWS have provided preliminary agreement on
the Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites (see their concurrence letters
in Appendix F - NEPA/404 Integration Process).

The suggested combined eelgrass/wetland/mudflat mitigation approach has been
considered in the development of the mitigation plan.

Comment 5
Based on consultation with USFWS, Caltrans determined that the western snowy plover
is not likely to occur within the project area due to lack of suitable nesting habitat.
Historically, the Oakland Army Base may have had nesting habitat, judging from aerial
photographs, but the site no longer supports nesting habitat for snowy plovers.  The
snowy plover requires unvegetated dune areas, and the small dunes in the project area
are mostly covered with saltgrass and iceplant. This information is provided in revised
Section 4.9.3- Plants and Wildlife.

Comment 6
Comments regarding mudflats and shorebirds are noted. Please see updated Section
4.9.6 - Natural Resources, Mitigation and Appendix N for a description of conceptual
sand flats mitigation.

Comment 7
The referenced statement has been deleted from the FEIS. Impacts to shorebird
habitat would occur as a result of all replacement alternatives. The northern
alternatives would permanently impact shorebird feeding habitat. Sand flats along the
northern portion of the Oakland Touchdown area provide foraging and roosting areas.
Approximately 1.36 hectares (3.36 acres) of these sand flats would be permanently
impacted by the northern alternatives. However, the reduction in feeding habitat is not
anticipated to adversely impact shorebirds due to the relatively small area affected by
the project. The northern alternatives would also temporarily impact 0.69 hectare (1.70
acre) of sand flats during construction of the westbound roadway and placement of a
geotube for dewatering. Replacement Alternative S-4 would permanently impact
approximately 0.21 hectare (0.51 acre) of uplands. The upland areas occur on the
south side of the Oakland Touchdown area and are known to provide shorebird winter
and high-tide roosting habitat. All replacement alternatives would temporarily impact
this upland area during construction and would result in the displacement of roosting
habitat. Proposed mitigation for the loss of shorebird roosting habitat includes
restoration of portions of the sand flats impacted by the placement of a geotube and
off-site creation of a tidal marsh ecosystem, including enhancement or creation of
upland shorebird refugia. See Section 4.9.6 - Natural Resources, Mitigation and
Section 4.14.8 - Temporary Impacts During Construction Activities for more on
mitigation.
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                 Preference for creation
of roosting habitat as part of the Gateway Park master planning

is noted. Any shorebird roosting habitat areas as part of the Gateway Park would be
developed through the park planning process, which is being led by the East Bay
Regional Park District.

Comment 8
Please see response to Comment 7 above.

Comment 9
Nest ledges would be constructed on a replacement bridge. The off-site mitigation is
no longer being pursued.

Comment 10
A Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) has been developed in consultation
with the ACOE, EPA, and other members of the Dredged Material Management Office
(DMMO).  The DMMP addresses updated estimates of materials to be dredged (see
also revised Table 4.14-4 in the FEIS and the errata sheet attached to the DMMP in
Appendix M), locations for reuse/disposal of materials, and impacts of dredging on the
aquatic environment.

The DMMP (in Appendix M) includes evaluation of numerous reuse/disposal options
and combinations of these options.  The list was narrowed to a smaller set based on
availability. The alternatives analyzed in detail in the DMMP include in-Bay (SF-11),
ocean (SF-DODS), the Hamilton Wetlands Restoration Project, Montezuma Wetland

  restoration, sidecasting and upland disposal at various landfills. Caltrans proposes to
beneficially reuse a majority of the material at an upland wetland site, provided such
sites are accepting material during the periods when construction activities would
generate dredged material and that such sites are cost-effective. If approved sites are
not available or found to be not cost-effective, Caltrans may beneficially reuse materials
at landfill sites as daily cover or dispose of materials at the deep ocean disposal site.
Caltrans may also beneficially reuse some dredged material and excavated sand to
restore portions of the barge access channel at the Oakland Touchdown area for
eelgrass habitat.

A Sediment Sampling and Analysis Report was completed for the Preferred Alternative
by Caltrans in June 2000 and is available for review at the Caltrans District 4 Public
Information Office and selected libraries listed in the Preface of the FEIS. This report
summarizes the results of testing to determine the quality of materials. The sediments
encountered during the testing were primarily silt and clay. Chemical analyses
indicated that although some metals were detected in site sediments at levels
exceeding San Francisco Estuary ambient concentrations, the majority of organic and
inorganic analyte concentrations in site sediments were similar to concentrations
detected in baseline sediments. Solid phase bioassays to evaluate the effect of site
sediments on benthic organisms indicated that sediments from several locations near
the Oakland Touchdown are not suitable for aquatic disposal (in-Bay or ocean) for
beneficial reuse at upland wetland sites.
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In its letter of October 31, 2000 (see Appendix G for a copy of the
letter), the DMMO                made the following conclusions regarding the disposal of dredged materials:

•   Up to 248,219 cubic meters (324,681 cubic yards) of site sediments are suitable for
unconfined aquatic disposal; and

•    Up to 319,181 cubic meters (417,503 cubic yards) of site sediments are suitable for
beneficial reuse at upland wetland sites.

Any sediment not suitable for aquatic disposal or reuse would be properly disposed of
at a landfill. See Section 4.14.10 - Construction Excavation and Dredging for further
discussion of project dredging.

Comment 11
The use of detonations has been withdrawn.

Comment 12
As requested, this information has been included in the FEIS in revised Section 4.9.1 -
Placement of Fill in San Francisco Bay.  The area of fill as defined by ACOE is
presented in Table 4.9-2 and the area of fill as defined by BCDC is presented in Table
4.9-4.  Also, a discussion on the area of temporary fill has been added to Section
4.14.8 - Natural Resources and Table 4.14-2.

Comment 13
The Preferred Alternative, Replacement Alternative N-6, self-anchored suspension                    
design variation, has been identified as the LEDPA. A discussion of the LEDPA can be
found in Section 2.2.6 - Preferred and Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable
Alternative and Appendix F. The summary table, Table S-3, has been revised to
include more information. Tables 4.9-5 and 4.14-3 have been added to the Natural
Resources sections to provide a summary of impacts to special aquatic sites.

Comment 14
Exact timing of construction activities is not known at this time. If construction
sequencing permits, dredging in shallow water near the Oakland Touchdown would be
restricted to a window between June  1 and December 31. Avoiding construction
during spring, fall, and winter at the Oakland Touchdown area is not feasible as it
would extend the duration of construction dramatically.
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LEAGUE OF
-I'

W9MEN VOTERS

7ff L#      OF THE BAY AREA
- An Inter-League Organization of the San Francisco Bay Area

November 8, 1998

Mara Melandry
Caltrans, District 4
111 Grand Avenue
Oakland, CA 94623-0660

RE:  SAN FRANCISCO - OAKLAND BAY BRIDGE DEIS

Dear Ms. Melandry:

The League of Women Voters of the Bay Area appreciates the opportunity to
comment on the Bay Bridge Seismic Safety Project DEIS.  Our comments focus on
natural resource impacts.

In the overall the project appears to have been planned with sensitivity to
environmental resources.  Adverse impacts to wetlands are recognized as a
significant impact, and 3:1 mitigation is recommended.  However, we have a few     1

concerns and questions.  We request the following information to address our
concerns:

1.  Provide a more comprehensive analysis of disposal sites for dredged
sediments.  What disposal alternatives could be used that would allow the

increased impacts to the Bay?  Disposal of the material at Alcatraz, without
sediments to be put to beneficial reuse and, therefore, not result in              2

V- analysis of less environmentally damaging alternatives, would not be in accord
with proposed LTMS policies.

2.  Describe the quality of the sediments that would Se dredged.                    3

3.  Where is the proposed tidal wetland mitigation to be located?                  4

4.  Which alternative would result in the least amount fill in the Bay 

5.  Provide an overall analysis of the adverse impacts to natural resources
for each of the project alternatives.  It is not clear which alternative would     6
have the fewest adverse impacts.

with regard to transportation, option for rail should be kept open. /7
I i

Thank you for addressing our questions.

Ttly;lk, iSCO
ept-Matsnura

Pyesident

Ann of  Ao.;c 0..A R„;10 la I .faVAft. T.A 04549.  TAI 995-283-7093   .  FAX 925-283-2613
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League of Women Voters  of  the  Bay Area Letter dated 11 /8/1998

Comment 1
Comment noted.

Comment 2
A Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) was developed in consultation with the
ACOE, EPA, and other members of the Dredged Material Management Office (DMMO).
The DMMP (in Appendix M) includes evaluation of numerous reuse/disposal options
and combinations of these options.  The list was narrowed to a smaller set based on
availability and other criteria. The alternatives analyzed in detail in the DMMP include
in-Bay (SF-11), ocean (SF-DODS), the Hamilton Wetlands Restoration Project,
Montezuma Wetland restoration, sidecasting and upland disposal at various landfills.
The preferred reuse/disposal option would be to beneficially reuse the majority of the
material at an available upland wetland restoration site, if such a site is available and
cost-effective. If approved sites are not available or not cost-effective, Caltrans may
beneficially reuse materials at landfill sites as daily cover or dispose of materials at the
deep ocean disposal site. Caltrans also plans on beneficially reusing some dredged
material and excavated sand to restore a portion of the barge access channel to its
pre-existing bathymetry for eelgrass habitat. Approximately 460 cubic meters (600
cubic yards) of material generated on a monthly basis during pier construction is
proposed for disposal at the Alcatraz site. Dredged material determined to be
unsuitable for aquatic disposal or reuse would be taken to an appropriate landfill for
disposal.  All the disposal options are in accordance with proposed LTMS policies.  In              
its comment letter of August 20, 1999 on the DMMP, the EPA concurred with
Caltrans/FHWA's preferred combination of reuse/disposal options. This letter can be
found in Volume 11, Section 2 - DMMP Comments and Responses.

Comment 3
A Sediment Sampling and Analysis Report was prepared for the Preferred Alternative
by Caltrans in June 2000 and is available for review at the Caltrans District 4 Public
Information Office and at selected libraries listed in the Preface of the FEIS. This report
summarizes the results of testing to determine the quality of materials. The sediments
encountered during the testing were primarily silt and clay. Chemical analyses
indicated that although some metals were detected in site sediments at levels
exceeding San Francisco Estuary ambient concentrations, the majority of organic and
inorganic analyte concentrations in site sediments were similar to concentrations
detected in baseline sediments. Solid phase bioassays to evaluate the effect of site
sediments on benthic organisms indicated that sediments from several locations near
the Oakland Touchdown are not suitable for aquatic disposal (in-Bay or ocean) or for
beneficial reuse at upland wetland sites.

In its letter of October 31,  2000 (see Appendix G for a copy of the letter),  the  DMMO
made the following conclusions regarding the disposal of dredged materials:

•   Up to 248,219 cubic meters (324,681 cubic yards) of site sediments are suitable for
unconfined aquatic

disposal; and                                                                            
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Ill                •    Up to 319,181 cubic meters (417,503 cubic yards) of site sediments are suitable for
beneficial reuse at upland wetland sites.

Any sediment not suitable for aquatic disposal or reuse would be properly disposed of
at a landfill. See Section 4.14.10 - Construction Excavation and Dredging for a
discussion of project dredging quantities.

Comment 4
In the Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites (Appendix N), a potential
site was identified as being suitable for restoration, enhancement, or creation of tidal
marsh wetlands and mudflats habitat.  This site is the Breuner property located in
Richmond. Please see the updated Section 4.9.6- Natural Resources, Mitigation for
a summary of special aquatic site mitigation measures.

Comment 5
The build alternative which places the least amount of net fill in the Bay and/or Other
Waters of the U.S. depends on the definition of fill being applied. Please see Section
4.9.1 - Placement of Fill in San Francisco Bay for a comparison of permanent fill
required for each of the build alternatives as defined by ACOE and BCDC.  The
determination of the net volume of fill and the net surface area of fill takes into account
the removal of the existing bridge and related dredging, removal of sediments for
barge access, and the construction of piles and pile caps.

                   According to both the ACOE and
BCDC definitions of the volume of fill, Replacement

Alternatives N-2 and N-6 would result in the least amount of net fill in the Bay and in
Other Waters of the U.S. According to the ACOE definition of the surface area of fill,
Replacement Alternatives N-2 and N-6 would result in the least amount of net fill in
Other Waters of the U.S. According to the BCDC definition of the surface area of fill,
which includes high-level suspended fill from the bridge decks, the Retrofit Existing
Structure Alternative would result in the least amount of net fill in the Bay because all of
the new permanent fill would be placed within the footprint of the existing bridge deck.

Comment 6
Please see revised Section 4.9 - Natural Resources, Section 4.14.8- Temporary
Impacts, Natural Resources, and Table S-3 in the FEIS.

Comment 7
Comment noted. In response to requests for a study of passenger rail options in the
Bay Bridge corridor, MTC is currently studying transit service options in the Transbay
Corridor, especially the possibility of rail. Studies already completed by MTC include a
long-term capital and operating cost analysis for various transit options for the
Transbay Transit Terminal and a feasibility analysis of rail on the SFOBB. A study
examining the possibility of non-SFOBB transbay rail crossings is expected to be
completed  by fall 2002. The replacement alternatives would not preclude light-rail
transit (LRT) should these studies find rail feasible and decision-makers choose to fund
and construct a LRT system as a separate future project on the SFOBB East Span.
(See Section 2.5 - Accommodation of Multi-Modal Strategies in the FEIS for a
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summary of available information about the studies completed or currently
being                      conducted by MTC.)
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-*  1,3.*»:
Marin Audubon Society       001(,599       #Ii[[ 9/a#,  Ca»rnia 94942-0599

November 8, 1998

Mara Melandry
CALTRANS, District 4
111 Grand Avenue
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94623-0660

RE:  SAN FRANCISCO - OAKLAND BAY BRIDGE
SEISMIC SAFETY PROJECT DEIS

Dear Ms. Melandry:

The Marin Audubon Society appreciates your consideration of our comments on
the Bay Bridge Project DEIS/Statutory Exemption.  We are pleased that Caltrans
is carefully considering the natural resource impacts of the project.                   1
Nevertheless, there are some aspects that warrant more evaluation and
discussion.  We have the following comments and requests:

Dredged Material:

The project alternatives will require dredging, however, the information
provided about the dredging and particularly the disposal of the dredged
material is inadequate.  The dredging and disposal should be addressed now, in
this DEIS.  The CEQA/NEPA review is the legal process for the public and
agencies to obtain sufficient information to evaluate the project impacts.
Addressing these issues at the permitting stage by the DMMO, as is suggested           2
on pages 4-58 and 59, is not sufficient.  The permitting stage is too late in
the process and would not assure adequate and public environmental review
under state and federal environmental quality laws. The DEIS indicates that

                       disposal location will be determined during the project permitting stage.There should be a more complete discussion of the quality of the dredged
material.  This is essential to address potential impacts of the dredging and
also to adequately plan for disposal at a suitable location.  The discussion           3
on page 4-59 is too general.

A DEIS should address sites where SUAD dredged material could be used to
benefit the Bay instead of dumping it at Alcatraz.  The Hamilton marsh
restoration project should be considered.  True upland disposal or wetland
restoration, provided the restoration site does not have high resource values, 1.should be preferred over aquatic disposal.

The potential specific location(s) for disposal of material that is not
suitable for aquatic disposal (NUAD), should also be addressed. Adverse

impacts related to both upland or wetland restoration disposal options should          5also be presented along with measures to mitigate the impacts of these
options.

Overall Natural Resource Imracts:

It is difficult to assess and compare the overall impacts of the project on
natural researches of the Bay because the information provided la scattered
and incomplete.  We request that a summary of the impacts of each alternative          6
be provided.  At least the following should be covered:  wetland loss, mudflat
sand other shoreline coverage, Bay fill, shoreline coverage, dredging,

@                                        A   Chapter  ef %0tionaf.Rudtbon Society
--„
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endangered species and wildlife impacts.  This information is necessary to be
able to determine which is the least environmentally damaging alternative. The           6
least environmentally damaging alternative should be the preferred Cont.
alternative.

Wetland/Mudflat Impacts:

We support the 3:1 mitigation for wetland losses being proposed by CALTRANS.
Restoring current uplands to the Emeryville Crescent marsh is preferable to
wetland mitigation in the Oakland outer harbor because mitigating at
Emeryville would expand an already important wetland habitat.  We are unaware 17
that there is much if any habitat in Outer Harbor, therefore, a mitigation

there could be isolated and perhaps of lesser habitat value.

We also support replacement of the lost mudflat habitat at a 3:1 ratio.

However, we do not support use of the Oakland middle harbor as a mitigationsite for mudflat impacts.  The mudflat mitigation should be located near the             8

shorebird roosting site to ensure both habitat components are available in
close proximity.

Eelqrass Impacts:

Since no efforts to restore eelgrass in the Bay have been successful so far,
we agree that eelgrass replacement must be considered experimental.  TO

provide minimal certainty that the eelgrass replacement would be successful,
the conceptual eelgrass mitigation plan should be circulated for public
review. At minimum, the DEIS should describe the eelgrass replacement
techniques and the location the replacement would occur.

We support replacement of eelgrass at a 3:1 ratio for the reasons stated on              
9

page 4-74. However, should the 3:1 mitigation fail, the Bay would be left

with a net loss of eelgrass. For this reason, we recommend in the event the

eelgrass mitigation is not be successful, either a second replacement effort
be undertaken, or an additional wetland restoration be implemented as
mitigation.

Wildlife Impacts:

Could the bridge dismantling and construction be scheduled to avoid nesting 10
season for Peregrine Falcon and Double Crested Cormorant? Include a discussion
of how and to what extent the bridge construction activities could be timed to
avoid impacts to nesting birds and other wildlife.

Shorebirds:  Removal of shoreline upland refugia and mudflats would adversely

impact the habitats for shorebirds and, we agree, must be mitigated.  However,
the proposed mitigation area for loss of shorebird refugia is not acceptable

because it is not certain that comparable upland refugia areas would be
assured at the site of the envisioned new park at the southern portion of the

Oakland touchdown area. It is not clear that the upland areas of the new park
would provide habitat of the same value as the existing site, would be

11
permanent habitat and protected from impacts of adjacent uses. Fencing may
not be sufficient. A wide buffer should be provided between any public access
and the refugia habitat.

A preferable alternative for shorebirds is to locate the refugia near the
mudflat mitigation area so that the foraging and resting habitats are located
in close proximity.

Peregrine Falcon:  The design features used by Peregrine Falcon for nesting
should be described. While nest structures may not be necessary to ensure
continued

Per·egring   Falcon  nesting  ort   th•   now   bridg•.    to   best   ensure   continued                             12
Peregrine nesting suitable nest-sites should be include in the design.
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Double Crested Cormorant:  We do not support purchase of Red Rock Island as

mitigation for the Bay Bridge. impacts.  As stated, Cormorants do not nest on
Red Rock, (they nest on the Richmond-San Rafael Bridge), so acquisiton of this

island would be inappropriate as mitigation for this impact.  The Devil's
Slide experience is not comparable because that site had been used by nesting
Common Murre until recent years.  The colony was abandoned because the Murre 13
population that used that site had been decimated due to years of gill netting

and several oil spills.  Adequate mitigation should be to provide ledges or

platforms on the bridge to encourage the Cormorants to continue to nest on the

new bridge.

Other Resource Impacts:

Would there be an increase in shoreline coverage with riprap?  How much

affected shoreline is already covered with riprap and how much additional area 14
would be covered as a result of the project?  Mitigation should be provided

for rocky shoreline or other shorellne habitats that would be lost that are
not included in the calculations for wetlands.

The construction yard should be located entirely outside of wetlands.
115

Describe in more detail the chemical means (page 2-25) that could be used to

remove rock.  Why would chemicals be chosen for use over other
means?

116
Coast Live Oak:  A project goal should be to avoid to the maximum extent

possible the loss of native trees.  What is the size and estimated age of thelive oaks that could be removed? The affected area· and the
number and                                      1 7location of trees that would be removed should be determined before

construction, not after.  The DEIS should include standards for an acceptable
mitigation plan including: habitat value as compared to existing trees, the

number and size of replacement trees, where they would be planted, and length                  18
of time for maintenance, nature of maintenance and replacement if they do not

survive.

Thank.you for responding  to our comments.

'644&
 X=m, Chair
Torder•Ght 5 Committee
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Marin Audubon Society Letter dated 11/8/1998

Comment 1
Comment noted.

Comment 2
A Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) has been developed in consultation
with the ACOE, EPA, and other members of the Dredged Material Management Office
(DMMO).  The DMMP addresses updated estimates of materials to be dredged (see
also revised Table 4.14-4 in the FEIS and an errata sheet attached to the DMMP in
Appendix M), locations for reuse/disposal of materials, and impacts of dredging on the
aquatic environment.  The DMMP (in Appendix M) includes evaluation of numerous
reuse/disposal options and combinations of these options.  The list was narrowed to a
smaller set based on availability. The alternatives analyzed in detail in the DMMP
include in-Bay (SF-11), ocean (SF-DODS), the Hamilton Wetlands Restoration Project,
Montezuma Wetland restoration, sidecasting and upland disposal at various landfills.
Caltrans proposes to beneficially reuse a majority of the material at an upland wetland

site, provided such sites accept material during the periods when East Span Project
construction activities would generate dredged material and that such sites are cost-
effective. If approved sites are not available or found to be not cost-effective, Caltrans

may beneficially reuse materials at landfill sites as daily cover or dispose of materials at
the deep ocean disposal site. Caltrans may also beneficially reuse some dredged
material and excavated sand to restore portions of the barge access channel at the
Oakland Touchdown area for eelgrass habitat.

The DMMP was published in June 1999 and circulated for public review and comment
for 30 days to provide additional and updated information to the public. Comments
and responses for the DMMP can be found in Volume 11, Section 2 of this FEIS.

Comment 3
A Sediment Sampling and Analysis Report was prepared for the Preferred Alternative
by Caltrans in June 2000 and is available for review at the Caltrans District 4 Public
Information Office and selected libraries listed in the Preface of the FEIS. This report
summarizes the results of testing to determine the quality of materials. The sediments
encountered during the testing were primarily silt and clay. Chemical analyses
indicated that although some metals were detected in site sediments at levels

exceeding San Francisco Estuary ambient concentrations, the majority of organic and
inorganic analyte concentrations in site sediments were similar to concentrations
detected in baseline sediments. Solid phase bioassays to evaluate the effect of site
sediments on benthic organisms indicated that sediments from several locations near
the Oakland Touchdown are not suitable for aquatic disposal (in-Bay or ocean) or for
beneficial reuse at upland wetland sites.

In its letter of October 31, 2000 (see Appendix G for a copy of the letter), the DMMO
made the following conclusions regarding the disposal of dredged materials:
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0                •    Up
to 248,219 cubic meters (324,681 cubic yards) of site sediments are suitable for

unconfined aquatic disposal; and

•    Up to 319,181 cubic meters (417,503 cubic yards) of site sediments are suitable for
beneficial reuse at upland wetland sites.

Any sediment not suitable for aquatic disposal or reuse would be properly disposed of
at a landfill. See Section 4.14.10- Construction Excavation and Dredging for a
discussion of project dredging quantities.

Comment 4
The DMMP includes evaluation of numerous reuse/disposal options and combinations
of these options.  The list was narrowed to a smaller set based on availability and other
criteria. The alternatives analyzed in detail in the DMMP include in-Bay (SF-11), ocean
(SF-DODS), the Hamilton Wetlands Restoration Project, Montezuma Wetland
restoration, sidecasting and upland disposal at various landfills. The preferred
reuse/disposal option would be to beneficially reuse the majority of the material at an
available upland wetland restoration site, if such a site is available and cost-effective.  If
approved sites are not available or not cost-effective, Caltrans may beneficially reuse
materials at landfill sites as daily cover or dispose of materials at the deep ocean
disposal site. Caltrans also plans on beneficially reusing some dredged material and
excavated sand to restore a portion of the barge access channel for eelgrass habitat.
Approximately 460 cubic meters (600 cubic yards) of material generated on a monthly
basis during pier construction is proposed for disposal at the Alcatraz site. Dredged

  material determined to be unsuitable for aquatic disposal or reuse would be taken to an
appropriate landfill for disposal. See Section 4.14.10- Construction Excavation and
Dredging for more details.

Comment 5
The DMMP presents a detailed discussion of landfill sites for disposal of materials
determined by the DMMO to be not suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal. These
sites are all available to receive material. Please see the DMMP in Appendix M.

Potential impacts at dredged material reuse/disposal sites would be addressed by the
managing entities of the reuse/disposal sites. Impacts and mitigation for these sites
would be included in environmental documentation prepared for each reuse/disposal
project and would not be part of the East Span Project.

Comment 6
A summary of potential impacts to special aquatic sites has been added to the EIS in
Table 4.9-5 (permanent impacts) and Table 4.14-3 (temporary impacts).  Bay fill
information is included in Tables 4.9-1 through 4.9-4,4.14-1, and 4.14-2. Table S-3 in
the Summary section of the FEIS also contains comparative information.

The Preferred Alternative, Replacement Alternative N-6, has been identified as the
LEDPA (see Section 2.2.6). In addition to environmental concerns, practicability must
also be considered when choosing a project alternative. An evaluation of practicability

                  was conducted for
each replacement alternative in terms of cost, technology, and
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logistics.  Due to logistical impediments, Replacement
Alternative S-4 does not meet                the standards for practicability. Replacement Alternatives N-2 and N-6 have been

determined to be practicable. Both would require the same construction methods and
would result in generally the same impacts to natural resources.

Comment 7
Refinement of mitigation concepts has been conducted for eelgrass and sand flats to
address permanent and temporary impacts. The Conceptual Mitigation Plan for
Special Aquatic Sites can be found in Appendix N. The mitigation discussion in
Section 4.9.6 - Natural Resources, Mitigation and Section 4.14.8 - Temporary
Impacts, Natural Resources have also been updated.

Caltrans has prepared the conceptual mitigation plan in consultation with resource
agencies. The mitigation plan proposes a combination of off-site and on-site
restoration of sand flats and eelgrass beds and out-of-kind mitigation for permanent
impacts to sand flats and eelgrass beds by creating a tidal marsh ecosystem.

The Oakland Middle Harbor Enhancement Area has been withdrawn from
consideration as a mitigation option, and reference to that site has been deleted.  A
potential site in Richmond has been identified that would be suitable for creation of a
tidal marsh ecosystem, including creation of tidal channels, mudflats, and tidal marsh
and enhancement of existing uplands and wetlands. Specific issues of cost and
feasibility of mitigation at those sites would be addressed prior to site selection and
mitigation implementation. Resource agencies agreed that creation of a new tidal
marsh ecosystem instead of enhancement of the Emeryville Crescent would have                     
greater value to mitigating project impacts, since the Emeryville Crescent does not
have a sufficient amount of uplands that could be converted to tidal marsh. Moreover,
the existing uplands provide a significant value to wildlife.

Comment 8
Please see response to Comment 7 above.

Comment 9
Mitigation for the loss of eelgrass beds is described in Section 4.9.6 - Natural
Resources, Mitigation and in the Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites,
which is included in Appendix N. The complexity of ensuring successful
transplantation and enhancement of eelgrass beds is recognized. Caltrans is working
with recognized experts in this field to determine the likelihood for success of
transplanting eelgrass. Proposed on-site mitigation includes harvesting eelgrass prior
to construction and planting test plots to determine successful methodologies for
transplanting eelgrass. At project completion, Caltrans would restore portions of the
barge access channel to its original bathymetry and plant eelgrass to facilitate
colonization of eelgrass. Caltrans would also provide off-site mitigation in the form of a
tidal marsh ecosystem. Out-of-kind mitigation is agreed to by resource agencies.
EPA, ACOE, and USFWS have provided preliminary agreement on the Conceptual
Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites (see their concurrence letters in Appendix F -
NEPA/404 Integration Process).
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                   Comment 10
Bridge dismantling would be scheduled to the greatest extent possible to avoid the
nesting period of the peregrine falcon. If dismantling the existing bridge occurs during
the nesting season, a monitor from the Santa Cruz Predatory Bird Research Group
would observe the birds' nesting activities and, if dismantling work disturbs nesting
activities, chicks would be collected, raised off-site, and eventually released at a
natural site.

Caltrans would monitor the double-crested cormorant colony during breeding season
and prevent the birds from nesting on the existing bridge where potential impacts by
construction activities could occur. The protocol to prevent double-crested cormorants
from nesting involves washing partially constructed nests off the bridge with water
when the nests are not actively occupied.  If the nests are completed and the birds
have laid eggs, the nests would not be disturbed.

Comment 11
Impacts to shorebird habitat would occur as a result of all replacement alternatives.
The northern alternatives would permanently impact shorebird feeding habitat.  Sand
flats along the northern portion of the Oakland Touchdown area provide foraging and
roosting areas. Approximately 1.36 hectares (3.36 acres) of these sand flats would be
permanently impacted by the northern alternatives. However, the reduction in feeding
habitat is not anticipated to adversely impact shorebirds due to the relatively small area
affected by the project. The northern alternatives would also temporarily impact 0.69

                  placement of a geotube for dewatering. Replacement Alternative S-4 would
hectare (1.70 acre) of sand flats during construction of the westbound roadway and

permanently impact approximately 0.21 hectare (0.51 acre) of uplands. The upland
areas occur on the south side of the Oakland Touchdown area and are known to
provide shorebird winter and high-tide roosting habitat. All replacement alternatives
would temporarily impact this upland area during construction and would result in the
displacement of roosting habitat. Proposed mitigation for the loss of shorebird roosting
habitat includes restoration of portions of the sand flats impacted by the placement of a
geotube and off-site creation of a tidal marsh ecosystem, including enhancement or
creation of upland shorebird refugia. See Section 4.9.6- Natural Resources,
Mitigation and Section 4.14.8 - Temporary Impacts During Construction Activities for
more on mitigation.

Any shorebird roosting habitat as part of the Gateway Park would be developed
through the park planning process, which is being led by the East Bay Regional Park
District.

Comment  12
The peregrine falcon pair that nests on the East Span uses an opening in Pier E2
between the upper and lower roadways. Since these birds of prey are known to use
bridges and tall buildings as surrogate nest sites, no nest structures would be created
on the new bridge for peregrines.  A June 24, 1997 letter from USFWS supports the
concept that peregrine falcons would likely nest on a replacement bridge once
construction activities are complete (see Appendix G).
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Comment 13
Nest ledges would be constructed on a replacement bridge.

Comment 14
The proposed project would not result in an increase in riprap along the shoreline.  The
combination of placing the westbound roadway further bayward and improvements to
the sand flat/upland interface would result in an overall decrease in the area of riprap.
Caltrans has not calculated the exact area and volume. However, approximately 65
percent of the existing riprap would be reused to protect the new slope of the
westbound roadway.  No new riprap would be imported or brought to the site.  The
existing amount of coverage was not quantified because riprap does not constitute
rocky inter-tidal habitat as defined by California Department of Fish and Game.  As a
result, no mitigation was developed for the loss of riprap.

Comment 15
Contract specifications would include provision for fencing wetlands as Environmentally
Sensitive Areas (ESAs). Construction staging areas on YBI and at the Oakland
Touchdown would be located outside of wetland areas.

Comment 16
The use of chemicals as a dismantling method is no longer being considered.  The
reasons include difficulty in controlling it in water and potential environmental impacts.
Also, chemical methods are not very effective in water, and they operate slowly.

Comment 17
The size and estimated number of trees that may be impacted by the project is
discussed in Section 4.9.4 - Other Natural Communities. There are three patches of
coast live oak woodland on slopes of YBI. Portions of two patches could be removed
by the alteration of Macalla Road, which is required for all of the replacement
alternatives. Six coast live oak trees, ranging from 45 to 127 centimeters (18 to 50
inches) diameter-breast height, would be lost. The trees are at least 50 years old.  The
trees would be replaced in-kind in the same area to create habitat comparable to the
existing pre-construction condition.  Due to the root structure of mature oak trees, it is
not certain that Caltrans would be able to successfully plant replacement trees of the
same size.  As a result, the replacement trees may be smaller than those displaced.

Comment  18
The number and size of coast live oak trees to be replanted and success criteria would
be included in the master planting plan. Oaks would be replaced in accordance with
the CCSF tree ordinance.  The plan would include the planting of in-kind trees,
monitoring, and replanting as necessary to ensure success of the plan in order to
return the affected area to pre-construction conditions.
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»t»11'National Trust for Historic Preservation

tiot' 4,#Aft11'
November 23, 1998 r<\4,1
Mara Malandry By Facsimile
Caltrans District
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94623-0660

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement, San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge, East Span
Seismic Safety Project

Dear Ms. Malandry:

On behalf of our 25,000 members in California and 270,000 nationwide, the National
Trust for Historic Preservation is pleased to make the following comments regarding the
proposed seismic improvements to the San Francitco-Oakland Bay Bridge. Chartered by
Congress in 1949, the National Trust is a private non-profit organization dedicated to protecting
the irreplaceable. We fight to save historic buildings and the neighborhoods and landscapes they
anchor. Through education and advocacy, the National Trust is revitalizing communities across
the country and challenges citizens to create sensible plans for the future.

The National Trust recognizes that the scale of this project is daunting. We applaud
elements such as the inclusion of bike and pedestrian lanes in each ofthe new construction

 
proposals. However, we believe the EIS does not go far en6ugh in evaluating and mitigating the
effects of the various proposals to historic resources.

The San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge:

The Bay Bridge is not only listed in the National Register of Historic Places at the
national level of significance, but is also an engineering landmark. While the historic
significance of the Bridge is noted throughout the EIS it is not until the Chapter 6 discussion of
Section 4F of the Department ofTransportation Act that a more detailed discussion ofthe                                   1
historic significance of the Bridge takes place. Replacement of the East Span of the Bridge
means a loss  of this important resource. We believe there should be greater attention given
throughout the text regarding the loss ofthe resource. More attention to the significance of the
Bridge itself should help in framing mitigation measures and the discussion of design for the
replacement span.

Treatment of Historic Resources:

Northern vs. Southern Alimment ofthe Renlacement Structure: The retrofit of the                               2
existing bridge not only preserves the east span  of the historic bridge but also results in fewer

Western Regional Office National Office:
One Sutter Street, Suite 707 1785 Massachusetts Avenue, N.W.
San Francisco, Calif. 94104 Washington, D.C. 20036
14151956-0610 / FAX i4151956-0837 {20215884000
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negative impacts to the historic buildings at Yerba Buena Island than the three replacement

alternatives. However, it appears that a southern route for the replacement structure would mean

fewer negative impacts than the northern alignments to the historic resources on Yerba
Buena                                    2

Island (YBI). The historic resources on YBI will also play a key role in the conversion of the

island from military to civilian use. Free access to those buildings as well as an unencumbered Cont.
ability to reuse them for a number of publically-related purposes is critical to a successful

transition from military base to public use.  The more disruption to the site, the less smooth will

be the city of San Francisco's redevelopment of YBI.

Visual Reoresentation of Potential Imoacts to Historic Buildings. Some effort should be

made through computer generated imagery to represent how views from the historic buildings 3
will be altered by  four of the five realignment alternatives.  It is difficult to evaluate the

alternatives without a greater understanding of the visual impacts.

Boundary of the Senior Officer's Ouarters Historic District: Clarification ofthe boundary 4
is important and for a meaningful review of effects to historic resources should be completed

prior to the Final Environmental Impact Statement.

Chapter 6. Section 4 (8: Section 4 (f) of the Department of Transportation Act prohibits

the Secretary of Transportation from approving any project that would require "the use" of any

historic properties unless "there is no feasible and prudent alternative" to doing so, and unless the

agency has done all possible planning to minimize harm to historic properties.

The DEIS makes a case (Page 6-20) that there is no "constructive use" of Yerba Buena

Island and the historic resources and district located there. The National Trust believes that there

are serious negative impacts to the historic buildings of YBI due to the proximity of the

realignment alternatives. Constructive use is the "substantial impairment" of important

"activities, features or attributes"  of a site protected by 4 (f).   Constructive use would be found                                                                                                   5
where the project "obstructs or eliminates the primary views of an architecturally significant

historic building, or substantially detracts from the setting of a park or historic site which derives

it value in substantial part due to its setting." (Id. 771.135 (p) (4) (ii).Constructive use may be

found where there are visual impacts and loss of context .  It is not clear to what degree the
realignment alternatives will alter views from the historic buildings.

The DEIS (Chapter 6) examines the impacts of the alternatives based only upon the

National Register boundaries. It is important to note that the setting of a historic property is not
restricted to its National Register boundaries. According to National Register Bulletin  15,  "How

to Apply the National Register Criteriafor Evaluation, " the features of a historic property                                      6

"...and their relationships should be examined not only within the exact boundaries ofthe

property, but also between the property and its surroundings." The impacts of the realignment
alternatives and the temporary detours should be evaluated with regard to their effect on the

historic environment of YBI.

Even in an urban environment that may already be compromised by high ambient noise

levels and visual intrusions, courts have found that distances of 40 and 200 feet between 17
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freeways and nearby historic properties resulted in indirect impacts that would substantially
impair the value of those historic properties due to noise, visual intrusion, vibration, and other
adverse effects.  Coalition Against a Raised Expressway,  Inc.  (CARE) v.  Dole,  835 F.2d 803,  810
(l ld' Cir.  1988); Citizen Advocates» Responsible Expansio4 Inc.  (I-C,tRE) v. Dole, 770 F.2d
423, 441-42 (5m Cir.  1985). The proximity ofthe realignment alternatives appear to substantially
impact historic buildings, particularly Building 262. Both northern alignments project northward Cont.
closer to the historic district than the current bridge and project directly over Building 262. The
impacts would include potentially higher levels of noise, visual intrusion-including blockage of
light and air-and vibration.

Construction Impacts: There is no discussion in the EIS regarding the potential
impacts                           8to historic buildings stemming from construction of the new span and demolition of the old one.

Temoorary Detours: The temporary detours are likely to have negative impacts on
historic Quarters 1. Construction around and above the historic building and its landscape                                                   9
elements could result in damage to the building and its setting. Measures to protect and monitor
the building and its setting must be included in a list ofmitigation measures.

Supplemental Draft 4(fl Evaluation: Should this document need to be prepared, the 110National Trust would like to receive a copy.

Mitigation Measures:

While additional mitigation measures will be crafted through the Section 106 process,the                         111
National Trust supports the mitigation measures listed in the EIS (page 4-86) as well as those
drafted by the Oakland Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board as found in Appendix G of the

12
                                         EIS.   In addition, we believe

that measures to protect historic resources during construction must
be included in any list ofmitigation measures.

Cumulative Effects:

The National Trust shares the concerns of other historic preservation organizations
regarding the loss ofhistoric bridges due to seismic strengthening protects around the

state.  We                           1 3would welcome the opportunity participate in a discussion with Caltrans and others regarding
this issue.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIS for the San Francisco-Oakland
Bay Bridge, East Span Seismic Safety Project. Please do not hesitate to contact me with
questions.

Sincerely,

d."» Ly  A  21).,-1,3-
Courtney A. Damkroger
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Assistant Director
Western Regional Office

CC: Daniel Abeyta, California Office of Historic Preservation

Jeff Eichenfeld, California Preservation Foundation
Daniel Reidy, San Francisco Landmarks Advisory Board
George Lythcott, Oakland Landmarks Preservation Advisory Board
Paul Edmonson, National Trust, Department of Law and Public Policy
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  National Trust for Historic Preservation Letter dated 11/23/1998

Comment 1
Additional information about the SFOBB, including its historical technological, and
architectural significance, can be found in Section 6.3.1 - The San Francisco-Oakland
Bay Bridge.  New text about the significance of the bridge has been added to Section
3.10 - Historic and Cultural Resources.

Comment 2
Comment noted. Replacement Alternative N-6 has been identified as the Preferred
Alternative as well as the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative
(LEDPA). A discussion of these designations can be found in Section 2.2.6 of the FEIS.
Following project construction, all of the historic buildings on YBI would have
opportunities for reuse.

Comment 3
Additional visual simulations have been prepared to show views from and towards
Quarters 1 (see Figures 4-15a through 4-16c in Appendix A).

Comment 4
Caltrans and FHWA did not pursue clarification of the boundary of the historic district
with the Navy. For impact assessment purposes, it was assumed the boundaries are
correct.

Refinements to the design of the new bridge have resulted in columns being placed
outside the boundary of the district.

Comment 5
The historic buildings on YBI are eligible for or are listed on the National Register of
Historic Places, either for their architecture alone or for their architecture and their
association with military history.

Based on verification from the U.S. Department of Transportation, the authors of the
Section 4(f) regulations, it was confirmed that in determining constructive use as a
result of a change in views of a historic building, it is the views toward the building that
are considered rather than the views from it.  All the historic buildings have been
determined eligible or are listed on the National Register of Historic Places with the
existing bridge in place as a major element in their surroundings. The existing bridge
is a predominant element on YBI, and this predominance would not change no matter
which alternative is selected.

Comment 6
Caltrans included consideration of the effects of the project alternatives outside the
boundaries of the historic properties in its Section 106 analysis. However, there is a
distinction between the evaluation of use pursuant to Section 4(f) of the Transportation
Act of  1966 as presented in Chapter 6 and the evaluation of effects pursuant to Section
106 of the National Historic Preservation  Act.   The two are not equivalent. There  is  a
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more detailed discussion of these distinctions in the FEIS in Section 6.1.3
-Section 4(f)            and  Section  106.

The environment or setting of a historic resource has more limited applicability under
Section 4(f) than it does under Section 106.  Use of a Section 4(f) resource is found to
occur when 1) land is permanently incorporated into a transportation facility; 2) there is
a temporary occupancy of land that is adverse in terms of the statute's preservationist
purposes as determined by criteria in the statute; or 3) when there is a constructive use
of the protected Section 4(f) property. Constructive use occurs when a transportation
project does not incorporate land from a Section 4(f) resource, but the project's
proximity impacts are so severe that the protected activities, features, or attributes that
qualify a resource for protection under Section 4(f) are substantially impaired.  In the
case of historic resources, the protected activities, features, or attributes are defined by
the criteria that make the resource eligible or listed on the National Register of Historic
Places. Changes to the setting pursuant to Section 4(f) are only considered in relation
to their bearing on the protected activities, features, or attributes of the historic
resource.

Comment 7
Indirect effects on historic properties, including noise, vibration, and visual intrusion,
were considered  in the Finding of Effect report prepared by Caltrans in  1998.   This
report concluded that Building 262 would be adversely affected by the northern
alternatives because of its visual intrusion, but that the other historic properties on YBI
would  not be adversely affected.

For all of the new bridge alternatives, noise levels at the historic properties on YBI
would be lower than current noise levels.  Use of steel-reinforced concrete in the
replacement alternatives would result in lower operational noise levels by eliminating
radiation of sound through bridge decks and reducing noise created by vehicles
traveling over new modular expansion joints. In addition, the side-by-side decks would
eliminate traffic noise that may be currently reflecting from the bottom of the upper
deck.

All historic buildings, including Building 262, are more than 30 meters (100 feet) away
from construction activities that would generate vibration.  It is expected that vibration
levels experienced at these properties would be well below the architectural damage
risk level. Historic buildings would be monitored for damage as a result of construction
activities, including the possible use of vibration-measuring devices on the buildings.

Both northern alternatives would have a vertical clearance of 43 meters (141 feet) from
the top of Building 262 to the bottom of the bridge.  It is recognized that the close
proximity of the new structures would constitute an impact to the character of the
property. A northern alternative, because of its height above Building 262, would not
permanently cast a shadow on this building (see Figure 4-26 in Appendix A).
Compared to existing conditions, the building would be in shadow for longer periods in
mid-summer and for shorter periods in the winter due to the angle of the sun in relation
to the position of the bridge. The existing bridge, to the south of Building 262, also
casts a shadow on the building some of the time.
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                  Comment 8Potential impacts during construction include possible traffic disruptions, reduced
desirability of use due to noise, visual impacts due to temporary detours, and the
unavailability of the Parade Grounds for non-construction uses. Caltrans would
reimburse the CCSF for documented  loss of rental revenues for Quarters  1 -7.   A pre-
and post-construction survey of the buildings would be conducted, and construction-
related damage to the buildings would be repaired as necessary. Caltrans would also
provide reimbursement for documented losses to Quarters 10 as well. In addition,
measures to protect these buildings during construction would be undertaken, as
stipulated in the MOA included in Appendix 0 of this document.

Comment 9
Measures to protect Quarters 1 and other historic properties on YBI have been
incorporated into the MOA, which stipulates how effects on historic properties would be
taken into account. In addition, the MOA stipulates that the grounds of the historic
properties would be restored after removal of the temporary detours, and in the unlikely
event that any inadvertent damage occurs, historic buildings would be repaired in
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Rehabilitation. Please
also note that the north-north detour, which would have spanned Quarters 1, is no
longer being considered.

Comment 10
The National Trust for Historic Preservation is included on the list for distribution of all

                  EIS technical documents, including the Supplemental Draft 4(f) Evaluation, which was
published in June 1999.

Comment 11
Caltrans and FHWA have developed a comprehensive mitigation program for this
project, as stipulated in the MOA (see Appendix 0).  The City of Oakland Landmarks
Preservation Advisory Board has participated in developing this mitigation program.
The Board's proposals for oral history documentation and salvage of some bridge
components are included in the MOA, and the proposal to explain the 'role of the
bridge in regional development" as part of the museum exhibit and Caltrans' effort to
make some of the exhibit materials available for permanent display are included in the
MOA.  Some of the City's other proposals were not included in the MOA because they
were determined to be of insufficient public benefit relative to their cost, or not
sufficiently related to historic preservation goals.  The MOA includes provisions for the
protection of historic properties during construction.

Comment 12
Provisions for the protection of historic properties on YBI during construction would be
undertaken, as stipulated in the MOA. Appropriate protective measures would be used
during construction, inadvertent damage to buildings would be repaired, a historic
structure report would be prepared for Building 262 to promote the reuse of the
building, grounds would be restored, and a planting plan to screen the concrete-
encased Y83 from Quarters 1 would be developed.
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Comment 13
Of the approximately 90 historic bridges owned by Caltrans, only two bridges are
expected to be demolished as a result of the Seismic Retrofit Program. These are the
westbound Carquinez Bridge and the East Span of the SFOBB.

Caltrans' policy is to avoid effects on historic properties, including bridges, whenever
possible. When effects cannot be avoided, they are mitigated to the extent possible.
This policy is consistent with the regulations and guidance of the ACHP and with
Section 4(f) of the Transportation Act of 1966, which requires Caltrans to avoid
demolition, unless there is no prudent or feasible alternative to demolition, and to take
all measures to minimize harm to the historic property. Demolition of a historic bridge
is considered a last resort, but is occasionally necessary if, due to the nature of the
bridge and/or its site, the only practicable way of meeting the goal of seismic safety is
through replacement. Cumulative impacts on historic bridges within San Francisco Bay
are discussed in Section 4.15.15 of the FEIS.
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PACIFIC BELL.
A Pacific Telesis Company

2410 Camino Ramon, Suite 350'0'
San Ramon, California 94583

September 29, 1998

Mr. Brian Maroney, Project Manager
State of California
Department of Transportation
Toll Bridge Program
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, California 94623-0660

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement / Statutory Exemption (DEIS/SE)
for the SF-0 Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project; 04-SF/Ala-
80, EA 04-251-012000

Dear Mr. Maroney:

Pacific Bell is in receipt of your letter of September 24,1998 transmitting the
above DEIS/SE for our review.

As indicated in Section 4.12 of the document, Pacific Bell maintains telephone
facilities along both the east and west spans of the bridge that will be impacted
by the proposed construction. Those same facilities will also be impacted by the

                                                         related work on land at both ends of

the spans.

Of utmost concern to Pacific Bell, during the course of design and construction of
the bridge improvements, is our ability to maintain the continuity of these vital                                 1telecommunications services. In order to fulfill our obligations to our customers
for service, as well as our contractual relationship with the State, it is most
important for us to remain in close communication with your Project
Development and/or design consultant(s) team throughout the development of
the project plans and specifications. Typically, this communication is through
your Right of Way - Utilities organization.   We must also be in close contact with
the State's representatives during the construction phases of the project.

At the present time, we are not aware of any project design criteria that might
prevent Pacific Bell from maintaining its obligations noted above. Therefore, we
do not expect to submit any negative comments related to the DEIS/SE.

1
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If you or your staff have any questions about this response or Pacific Bell's
facilities, please contact George Childs, Public Works Coordinator on (925) 867-
6191 at the above address.

Sincerely,

J.F=
Steve Romero
Right of Way Manager

File: CR98-1.D
2
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Pacific Bell Letter dated 9/29/1998

Comment 1
Caltrans will continue to coordinate with Pacific Bell Right of Way representatives
concerning protection of submarine cables.

The contract specifications would include a provision for the contractor to protect the
submarine cables in place during construction. Caltrans and the contractor will
coordinate with utility providers throughout the design process and construction.
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Regional Bicycle Advisory Committee
of the San Francisco Bay Area

PO Box 10205 • Oakland, CA 94610
510.452-1221

November 20, 1998

Mara Melandry
Environmental Manager
East Span Seismic Safety Project
Caltrans District 4
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Subject:  Bay_Btidge_East-Span-DEIS

Dear Ms. Melandry:

We are hereby submitting our comments during the public comment period regarding the seismic
upgrade plan for the East Span of the Bay Bridge.

Our comments relate to the proposed bicycle/pedestrian pathway - a 15.5-foot-wide path on the
southern side of the new eastern span, raised one foot above the roadway deck. This pathway was
approved by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission for being included as a component of the
replacement bridge. REBAC was an active participant in the Bay Bridge Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory
Committee (BBBPAC), which assisted Caltrans and MTC with the design and location of the                            1
pathway.

REBAC believes that the 15.5-foot width of the pathway will adequately serve its intended users:
bicyclists, pedestrians, and wheelchair persons. It is our understanding that the pathway will be open
and ready for use on the same day that the Eastern Span is opened to motor vehicles.

                                      many
concerned citizens and REBAC members. REBAC wants to be assured that in fact,                                2

The issue of pathway permanency and its possible conversion to vehicle or rail uses has been raised by

bicycle/pedestrian access will be permanently guaranteed, as per BATA Resolution #10.

As members of BBBPAC we stand ready to participate in the completion of the final design of the                 1  3
pathway. We are also very much concerned that the exploration of the West Span pathway be moved
forward as expeditiously as possible.

Some design issues for the East Span pathway that need to be explored and resolved include, but are
not necessarily limited to, the following:

Noise level - should not exceed, and hopefully should be comfortably below, Federal levels
Adequate lighting - pathway should be safe at night                                                                                                4
Tumouts - some tumouts may be desirable
Call boxes - should be accessible from the pathway and spaced at appropriate intervals
Headlight glare - should be considered as a possible concern
Speed limit - this is a design issue that needs to be discussed with the bridge designers with the

participation of BBBPAC

We look forward to working with the bridge designers, Caltrans, and MTC for a successful completion
of the Bay Bridge pathway.

Sincerely,

a 22:Chair
REBAC
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Regional Bicycle Advisory Committee Letter dated 11/20/1998

Comment 1
Support for the proposed bicycle/pedestrian path for the southern side of a
replacement alternative is noted. The replacement bridge would not be opened to non-
vehicular and vehicular traffic simultaneously. The bicycle/pedestrian path cannot be
completed and opened until the cantilever section of the existing bridge has been
dismantled. The schedule for dismantling the existing bridge has not been
established. Therefore, the exact timing to open the bicycle/pedestrian path is not
known. Planning for the Oakland Touchdown area Gateway Park would include
consideration of a Bay Trail extension to link with the replacement alternative's
bicycle/pedestrian path. Because the Gateway Park construction could not be started
until the East Span Project roadway detours are removed and construction areas on the
southern side of the new structure are vacated, exact timing to complete the Bay Trail
extension  is not known.

Comment 2
The bicycle/pedestrian path is not "designed to be taken away" for use as a traffic lane.
The width of the path was determined to provide bicycle traffic in two directions as well
as foot traffic according to transportation standards for bicycle facilities.  The path is
designed to accommodate maintenance and emergency vehicles to service the path
and its users and not normal vehicle traffic.  The path is designed to be about 0.3
meter (1 foot) above the vehicular travelway as requested by BPAC. There is also a

                   separation of 0.5 meter (1.5 feet) between the path and the bridge deck, including a
barrier and a railing, that would physically separate path users from motorists.  The
design of the path precludes its conversion to a traffic lane at any time in the future.

Comment 3
Design refinements to the bicycle/pedestrian path will continue to occur during the final
design process.

Construction of a West Span path is not part of and would be independent of the East
Span Project. However, MTC, separately from the East Span Project, has requested
that Caltrans prepare a study to determine the feasibility of providing a
bicycle/pedestrian path on the SFOBB West Span. This study is currently under way
and is expect to be completed  in  May 2001.

Comment 4
Bicycle/pedestrian facility designs were evaluated as part of a collaborative effort
involving Caltrans, MTC and BPAC. Alternative configurations and features for the
facility were discussed and analyzed based on user preferences and technical input
though a series of workshops. Issues cited in the comment continue to be discussed
with the BPAC.

Noise levels for bicycle/pedestrian path users under the replacement alternatives are
estimated by Caltrans to be 82-84 dBA Leq during the noisiest hour of the day.  This

  noise level is typical of being in a busy restaurant or in the kitchen with a garbage
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disposal running and requires shouting to be heard at 1 meter (3.3 feet); most
people              would perceive the noise as being loud. Two cyclists riding single-file would have

difficulty communicating by shouting.

Also, Caltrans performed a noise study of the bicycle path beside Route 24 between
Orinda and Lafayette in Contra Costa County. Noise readings of 82 dBA were
measured, approximately the same level that is expected for the path on the East
Span.  Therefore, East Span path users should expect to have similar noise conditions
to those experienced by bicycle path users on Route 24.

For all replacement alternatives, permanent lighting fixtures would be placed along
both sides of the path 0.3 meter (1 foot) above the path level, and there would be
overhead lighting at all belvederes.

There would  be five belvederes on the skyway 12 meters (39 feet)  long  by 1.2 meters
(4 feet) wide and one or two belvederes on the main span measuring 20 meters (66
feet) long by 1.2 meters (4 feet) wide. The belvederes can be used as rest or viewing
areas and as turnarounds. Call boxes would be located at the belvederes and every
160 meters (525 feet) between the belvederes on the southern rail of the path.

There would be no special design features to offset the effects of headlight glare for
westbound path users; however, the path would be located 0.3 meter (1 foot) higher
than the eastbound travel lanes, thereby raising the path user's line of vision slightly
above that of most vehicles' headlights. There is also a physical separation between
the bridge deck and the path, as described in response to Comment 2, and a 3-meter              
(10-foot) shoulder between the edge of the bridge deck and the nearest vehicle lane.
As such, cyclists would not be looking directly into vehicle headlights.

For an initial trial period, there would be no posted speed limits, after which speed
limits could be implemented, if necessary.
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Mara Melandry
November 23, 1998
Page 2

required by the National Environmental Policy Act ("NEPAD.  Our
comments are as follows:

1.  Neiahborhood lm[)acts.  On page 4-3, the DEIS states:
"Because the occupants are members of the military, the
housing does not constitute a conventional neighborhood
in terms of tenure or character. Consequently,
construction-related impacts will be relatively minor,                                       2
compared  to an established residential neighborhood..."

It is difficult to discern why, simply because the residents
are members of the military, construction would be less
impactful. Please clarify the meaning of the quoted
language.

2.   Land Use Imoacts.   Each of the replacement alternatives
would require the use of substantial developable land on
Yerba Buena Island, both for temporary and permanent
structures, and would involve the demolition of several
functioning buildings. Remarkably, land use impacts are
not identified as significant, and no mitigation measures
are identified. The taking of a substantial portion of the                                          3
only developable area of Yerba Buena Island is clearly a
significant impact, and appropriate mitigation must be
identified. The northern alignment in particular takes
substantial land that is unencumbered by public trust
restrictions.

3. Development Trends.  The DEIS fails to adequately
analyze the Impacts of the project on the Treasure Island
Draft Reuse Plan. Although there is no final adopted plan,
the draft plan represents current City policy regarding the                            4
reuse of Treasure Island. Section 4.1.6 must discuss the
impacts on the uses described In the draft plan and
identify any required mitigation measures. An overlay of
the ramps on the draft plan should be added to the                                    5
Figures.
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On page 4.11, the text describes the impacts of S.4 on Port
of Oakland's development and expansion plans.   If the
statistics provided are relied upon to support the                               6
conclusion of an adverse impact on the Port of Oakland.
then supporting documentation in support of the Port's pro
forma must be provided.

4. Visual Imoacts,  The text indicates that a "master planting
plan" will be developed.  The DEIS establishes that
significant vegetation, including a large zone of Eucalyptus
trees, will be removed as part of the replacement
alternatives.  The mere identification of a master planting
plan is Insufficient mitigation, in the absence of                           7
performance standards to assure that the plan will reduce
impacts to a level of insignificance. The measure should
be revised to provide that the planting plan will restore the
plantings on Yerba Buena Island substantially to their
original condition.

5.  Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources.
The DEIS identifies the loss of significant mature trees  and historic resources as part of the replacement
alternatives. The northern alignment in particular involves               8
the demolition of several historic buildings. These
resources should be added to the list on pages 4-121.

6. Alternative Southern Alionment  The City and County of
San Francisco has commissioned an alternative southern
alignment study, which was recently completed and
provided to Caltrans. The alternative alignment has been
recommended by the Treasure Island Development
Commission for further review by Caltrans.  SPUR                            9
requests that Caltrans give careful consideration to the
feasibility of this alternative.   If the alternative is feasible,
Caltrans must revise the DEIS to ensure that its impacts
are adequately analyzed.

7. Treasure Island/Yerba Buena Island Ramps. Caltrans
110has been in discussions with the City and County of San
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Francisco regarding on- and off-ramps to Treasure
Island/Yerba Buena Island that would be constructed as
part of the retrofit options. Detailed analysis and design
work has already been prepared on various alternatives. 10
These ramps are part of the retrofit options, both Cont.
functionally and geographically. Accordingly, they are part
of the "project" for NEPA purposes, and must be analyzed
in the DEIS.

Thank you for your consideration.

Very truly yours,

«11/01/
Jim Chappell T  C. Via
President Board Member

Co-Chair, Base Reuse and
Marketing Committee

P * d\99#gegg'001 MCLANORY LTR..doc
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San Francisco Planning and Urban Research Association Letter dated
11 /23/1998

Comment 1
Responses to specific comments follow.

Comment 2
The statement was made to highlight the fact that military housing does not constitute a
neighborhood in the conventional sense of tenure, cohesion, and facilities.  The
residents do not walk to shops, children do not walk to school, and there are no
"neighborhood services" to which access would be disrupted by the construction
process. The statement was not meant to infer that impacts on military personnel
would be less important. To avoid confusion, the statement has been deleted from the
EIS.

Comment 3
Caltrans has addressed impacts to existing structures on YBI by incorporating design
considerations into the project and providing for functional replacements (please see
Section 4.1.4- Impacts to Existing  Land Use). Replacement Alternatives  N-2 and  N-6
(Preferred) would require the displacement of Buildings 30, 40, 75, 270, and 213 on
YBI. Replacement Alternative S-4 would require the displacement of Buildings 30, 40,
75, and 270 on YBI and possibly the EBMUD dechlorination facility and/or the service

                  road at
the Oakland Touchdown area. The relocation of any existing structures, or their

removal with reasonable compensation as set forth in the Uniform Relocation and Real
Property Policies Act of  1972, as amended, is incorporated as a consideration of the
project; therefore, no mitigation is required.

Although lands on the eastern portion of YBI are not subject to public use restrictions
related to tidelands trust, restrictions on development of the lands for non-recreational
use remain. Please see correspondence from the San Francisco Bay Conservation and
Development Commission (BCDC) dated March 1,  1999 in Appendix G - Agency
Consultation Letters. The proposed redevelopment on YBI set forth in the CCSF's
Naval Station Treasure Island Draft Reuse Plan prepared in 1996 (1996 Draft Reuse
Plan) appears inconsistent with BCDC's Bay Plan.  The Bay Plan would have to be
amended to delete the 'Park Priority Use' area.

In January 2000, Caltrans completed an evaluation of the land use impacts associated
with the East Span Project and the conceptual  land uses proposed  in the 1996 Draft
Reuse Plan, prepared by the CCSF. The Caltrans report concluded that the
redevelopment concept described in the 1996 Draft Reuse Plan can be generally
accommodated with any of the East Span Project alternatives. The report stated that
the general development pattern of reuse of Quarters 1 through 7, redevelopment of
Building 262, development of a conference center, live/work units, and artisan cottages
can coexist with the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative, or Replacement Alternatives
N-2, N-6, or S-4.
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Comment 4
See response to Comment 3 above regarding potential land use development impacts.
Section  4.1.5 - Development Trends  has been revised to include the results of the
January 2000 land use evaluation.

Comment 5
A figure with the ramps overlaid on the land use concepts of the 1996 Draft Reuse Plan
has not been included in the EIS because the existing Navy-owned ramps would not be
modified by the East Span Project, except the eastbound on-ramp. Modifications to
the eastbound on-ramp would not affect the proposed redevelopment outlined in the
Reuse Plan.

Comment 6
The Oakland Army Base Reuse Authority (OBRA) is in the process of designating land
south of Burma Road for light industrial/research and development uses with
supporting retail and business services.  BCDC has amended the San Francisco Bay
Plan and Seaport Plan to delete this area from the "Port Priority Use" designation to
permit implementation of OBRA's plan.  As a result, Port expansion in this area is no
longer an issue. Replacement Alternative S-4 would not use Oakland Army Base land
(with the exception of 3 hectares [7.4 acres] of a larger parcel of land proposed for a
public park). Therefore, Replacement Alternative S-4 would conflict with the proposed
park, but would not conflict with OBRA's other redevelopment concepts (see Section
4.1.5 - Development Trends).

Comment 7
The reference to a master planting plan in the DEIS was intended to explain how
mitigation would be developed. Mitigation would be implemented according to the
master planting plan under a separate contract within two years following completion of
bridge construction.  The plan would include performance specifications intended to
mitigate impacts and return the area to a natural appearance.  Due to the root structure
of some mature trees, it is not certain that Caltrans would be able to successfully plant
replacement trees of the same size.  As a result, the replacement trees may be smaller
than those displaced. Monitoring and replanting (as necessary) will be done to ensure
success of the planting plan. The monitoring plan would be developed in consultation
with landowners and the San Francisco Public Works Department that has authority
under the CCSF tree ordinance.

Comment 8
Mature trees removed during construction would be replaced with native trees. Please
see response to Comment 7 regarding possible limitations to replanting mature trees.

All of the new bridge alternatives include dismantling the existing SFOBB East Span
and two ancillary buildings on YBI that are contributing components of the bridge, a
garage and an electrical substation.  None of the alternatives would remove any
historic Navy or USCG buildings on YBI or any historic buildings on the Oakland
Touchdown.
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,                Comment 97.- A southern alternative, Replacement Alternative S-4, was analyzed in the DEIS.  An
alternative similar to the referenced CCSF alternative was considered in the DEIS as
Replacement Alternative S-1 and withdrawn from further consideration because
another southern alternative (Replacement Alternative S-4) that avoided impacts to the
EBMUD sewer outfall was available. Since publication of the DEIS, Replacement
Alternative S-1 was reevaluated and the conclusion was that this alternative should
remain withdrawn from consideration. The additional evaluation conducted has been
summarized in Section 2.7.5 - Replacement Alternative S-1 of the FEIS.  In this
discussion, information about the CCSF's Modified S-1 Alternative has been included.

Comment 10
Caltrans and the CCSF have been working to identify ramp design concepts that meet
highway design standards and criteria and are acceptable to the CCSF. Various
preliminary designs have been prepared for the CCSF's review. Ramp improvements
would be a separate project with their own purpose and need and subject to a
separate NEPA/CEQA compliance process. However, with any of the replacement
alternatives for the East Span Project, the existing eastbound on-ramp must be
dismantled and replaced as this on-ramp conflicts with a replacement structure.
Accordingly, the replacement of this ramp as part of the replacement alternatives is
addressed as part of the East Span Project.
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Save San Francisco Bay Association

.....· 1111 1 16                                                                               1736 Ranldln SIreet. Fourth Floor • Oakland, Catilornia

phone (510} 452-9261    lax (510) 452

 =rr  ·r-:--'-'-'=<                                                           em,il: s ,ebs,@   t
Website: .*.Savestt.-1.  . 9/li

November 23, 1998

Mara Melandry
Caltrans District 4
111 Grand Ave.
Oakland, CA 94623

Re: Comments on the Bay Bridge draft EIS

Dear Ms.· Melandry:

This letter is to provide comments on the draft environmental impact
statement (EIS) for the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Project
We find the document to be inadequate because important issues are not
addressed. The following lists our major concerns.

The EIS does not adequately analyze retrofitting the edsting bridge versus
replacing it.  The EIS claims a retrofitted bridge "would experience substantial
damage and require extensive reconstruction or replacement foUowing an
MCE." and that it would have higher life-cycle costs than a replacement                                    1
bridge. However, there is no documentation provided to support these
claims. A thorough analysis of retrofit versus replacement is needed, and
should be reviewed and commented on by interested stakeholders.

The EIS does not adequately analyze water quality impacts of replacement
The EIS is contradictory in this regard. It states that "the proposed
replacement alternatives would not be expected to increase concentration                        2
levels of those pollutants commonly found in highway runoff." and that "the
mass loading of some constituents may increase relative to the increase in
exposed area."  We also disagree with the claim that there will an
improvement in overall water quality because a new bridge will not require                      3
sandblasting and painting. The increase in stormwater runoff due to
increased roadway exposure will increase contamination levels. Mitigation
measures for water quality impacts should be identified. A runoff

collection                     4and treatment system Bhould be included as a mitigatton measure.

Rec,Cle  p
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The EIS is inaccurate regarding mitigation of cumulative water quality
impacts. It states that Caltrans bridge projects "include mitigation

meaures to                      5reduce pollutants that would enter runoff," yet, as noted above, mitigation
has not been identified.

The EIS is inadequate because it does not identify mitigation measures for
water quality impacts caused by construction and deconstruction activities.
The EIS states that it may be difficult to prevent water quality impacts from                            6
construction, so it should identify appropriate mitigation.

The EIS is inadequate because it does not identify options f6r upland
beneficial reuse of dredge materials. The first choice for dredge material                              7
disposal should be beneficial reuse and not in-Bay disposal, as is advised by
the Long Term Management Strategy for dredge material disposal.

The EIS is inadequate because it does not analyze the water quality impacts of
dredging and in-Bay dredge material disposal, it does not estimate the
amount of in-Bay disposal, and does not characterize the chemical                                       8
composition of the dredge materials. Characterization of sediments is '
necessary to determine water quality impacts and the amount of hazardous
dredge materials requiring disposal at an upland hazardous materials disposal                  9site.  It is also necessary to determine accurate cost estimates of replacement.

The EIS is inadequate because it does not identify appropriate mitigation
measures for water quality impacts from dredging. 110

                                       We appredate
the opportunity to provide comments on the Bay Bridge

project  We hope that the EIS will be amended to reflect the changes as
Suggested and we look forward to receiving your response.

Sincerely,3'2.
David Lewis
Executive Director
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Save San Francisco Bay Association Letter dated 11/23/1998

Comment 1
The EIS is a full disclosure document that presents a summary of the potential impacts
and benefits of project alternatives. The summary information concerning life cycle
costs presented in Section 2.4.2 - Costs is based on Retrofit vs. New Bridge, An
Economic Analysis for the East Span of the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge,
prepared by Caltrans in April 1997. Review of the complete technical report can be
arranged by contacting the Caltrans District 4 Public Information Office. Additional
analysis is from the SFOBB East Span Seismic Safety Project 30 Percent Type
Selection Report prepared by Caltrans  in  May 1998, which was also made available for
public review.

The Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative was one of four build alternatives assessed in
the DEIS. Although the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative could be designed to
meet seismic safety criteria, it was determined that the cantilever span could not be
retrofitted to meet the lifeline criteria.  In the event of a design earthquake event, the
cantilever is predicted to experience significant damage requiring long-term closure
and possible replacement of the bridge. The replacement alternatives were
determined to meet the lifeline criteria.

In response to concerns that the existing span could be retrofitted to meet lifeline
standards and would be a better choice than replacing the bridge, Caltrans completed
a report (Replacement vs. Retrofit) in April 2000 to summarize information on the

topic.            0At the request of the National Economic Council, an office in the Executive Branch of
the federal government, the ACOE conducted an independent review of the information
during September and October 2000.  The ACOE concluded that replacing the existing
bridge would be better than retrofitting it.

Comment 2
The proposed replacement alternatives would not be expected to increase pollutant
concentration levels. The existing pollutant mass is based on total vehicle hours on the
structure.  For the total mass of pollution to change, either the total usage hours must
increase or the pollutant generation rate must increase. Given that the improvements
in operations on a replacement bridge should decrease the generation rate due to
reduction in stop-and-go traffic, the actual mass of pollutants should decrease.
Increased rainfall on a wider structure would not increase the mass of pollutants.  In
other words, the bridge runoff quantity is not linked to pollutant mass.

Comment 3
The existing sources of pollutants discharged to the Bay from the existing bridge
include highway runoff and residues from paint removal operations.  The new facility
would not require extensive maintenance of its paint system nor would the paint system
be lead-based.  As a result, the new facility would provide an improvement in water
quality over the discharges from the existing facility. See Section 4.8.1 - Surface
Water Quality for more details on benefits to water quality.
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                  Comment 4Please see response to Comment 2 above regarding contamination levels.

The design of the replacement bridge would have inherent water quality benefits,
especially when the features are compared to the existing bridge. Bridge runoff quality
is expected to be improved based on design features such as standard shoulders,
standard lane widths, a predominantly concrete structure which reduces the need for
painting and paint removal, and increased sight distances which reduce accidents and
the amount of stop-and-go traffic.

In December 2000, Caltrans completed a Treatment BMP Feasibility Study for the East
Span Project. The report, which was submitted to the RWQCB, evaluated several Best
Management Practices (BMPs) for addressing potential pollutants generated by storm
water runoff within the project limits. The evaluation looked at various techniques such
as constructed wetlands, detention basins, infiltration basins, infiltration trenches, and
sweeping.  Most of the techniques were found to be infeasible when right-of-way
requirements, constructibility, maintenance, safety, and cost-effectiveness were
considered (see Section 4.8.1 - Surface Water Quality).

Caltrans is not pursuing a system to collect storm water runoff from the bridge and to
treat storm water off-site.  It has been concluded that costs and land use impacts of a
detention system at the Oakland Touchdown do not justify the inclusion of such a
system.

                  Comment 5Caltrans is still evaluating BMPs. All replacement alternatives would have an
established commitment to the selected PCMs. The implementation of BMPs would
help to minimize cumulative water quality impacts as discussed in Section 4.15.10 -
Cumulative Impacts, Water Quality.

Comment 6
As described in updated Section 4.14.7 -Water Resources and Water Quality,
Caltrans would utilize BMPs as defined in the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) developed prior to the beginning of construction activities.  BMPs used to
control site pollutants include structural devices, such as silt fences and straw bales,
and non-structural devices, such as good housekeeping and construction-related
waste management. Caltrans anticipates the use of BMPs for dewatering, concrete
wastes, spill prevention, material management, and sediment control.  Once
construction processes and design details are developed and refined for the approved
alternative, Caltrans would select appropriate BMPs to complement each activity.

Comments 7-10
A Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) has been developed in consultation
with the ACOE, EPA, and other members of the Dredged Material Management Office
(DMMO).  The DMMP (included in Appendix M) addresses updated estimates of
materials to be dredged (see also revised Table 4.14-4 of the FEIS and the errata sheet
attached to the DMMP), locations for reuse/disposal of materials, and impacts of
dredging on the aquatic environment. Caltrans proposes to beneficially reuse a
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majority of the material at an upland wetland site, provided such sites accept
material              during the periods when East Span Project construction activities would generate

dredged material and that such sites are cost-effective. If approved sites are not
available or found to be not cost-effective, Caltrans may beneficially reuse materials at
landfill sites as daily cover or dispose of materials at the deep ocean disposal site
Caltrans may also beneficially reuse some dredged material and excavated sand to
restore portions of the barge access channel at the Oakland Touchdown area for
eelgrass habitat.

A Sediment Sampling and Analysis Report was prepared and summarizes the results of
testing to determine the quality of sediments. Please see Section 3.12.2 - Sediment
Sampling and Analysis and updated Section 4.14.10 - Temporary Impacts During
Construction, Construction Excavation and Dredging.
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November 23,1998

Mr. Harry Y. Yahata
District Director
California Department of Transportation
Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Dear Mr. Yahata:

Subject Comments on the SOBB East Span Seismic Safety Project DES

In the next 20 years, over a million people will settle in the East Bay and along the I.80
corridor to Sacramento. More will come after that Thousands ofjobs will be created in San                   1Francisco. Development on Treasure Island will require improved access. It is in this
context that this project Will exert an environmental impact and should be evaluated.

Bridge tiaffic, as the report indicates and is common 1mowledge, regularly backs up during
periods of heavy travel demand. At these times, BART suffers standees; promised new
tmin controls will bring little relief. On the most heavily beveled route (Pittsburg/Bay
Point). a scant three 10-car trains can be added during the evening peak hour. Providing
more capacity on the other lines does nothing to reduce crowding here or to reduce the
resulting congestion on Market Street station platforms that lengthens dwell times. More                              2  txansbay capacity will be needed to handle increasing travel demand

Providing for rail on the bridge would ensure that needed capacity can be added at
reasonable cost. The existing bridge once carried commuter and intercity trains from as far
away as Chico. Peak hour trains canied more people over the bridge than cars do to day.
The intercity trains were reportedly heavier than those of the Key system.

The proposed east span is to be strong enough only to carry  Light Rail" (LRT). It will not
carry cars that meet standards for sharing track with freight trains Since the existing trac                            3
to which it could connect in the east Bay carry freight tIains, the promise of LRT is empty.

Actually, rail of any kind is effectively precluded. There is no place to put iL Rail could be
accommodated only by substituting tracks for a traffic lane and shoulder in each direction.
This would reduce roadway capacity by 20 per cenL Many East Bay residents have no
alternative to driving. More automobile-dependent sprawl is coming. Barring a cataclysmic 4 10&5
change in public policy-decisions to make motorists pay the costs they engender or to
reduce C02 emissions, for example-the alternadve of reducing vehicle capacity by 20%
either for rail or far a shared bus/rail lane is illusionary.

A proposa,1 is undcr study to dcmolish tho Transbay Terminal. thc only facility where rail
could go in San Francisoo. A new bus terminal would be built on a site beyond walking
distance of where passengers now go. The shift in location would both eliminate the rail 15
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5option and cripple transbay bus service. This action lies outside the study area but is
inextricably tied to the East Span project 1 Cont.
No space has been allowed at the Oakland touchdown to connect rail on the bridge with
existing tracks in the East Bay, or anywhere else. Not even cursory planning has been
undertaken for how rail might pass through YBI and for stations to serve the predictable                       6
demand for service to and from TI. Mention is made for ferry service to and from TI but
ferries can serve only a small segment of the market. Nor have options (other than
displacing traffic lanes) for eventually running rail service between YBI and San Francisco
been explored.

The inescapable conclusion is that the proposed designs all effectively foreclose the
possibility of ever running Oains on the bridge. They also prevent the flourishing of bus                         7
transportation, especially eastbound.

A corollary is that automobile and truck congestion will worsen. There will follow an
increase in harmful emissions and deterioration of air quality in communities on both sides
of the Bay. It is shomighted and deceptive to pretend that these real consequences can be
ignored simply because they lie outside the formal definition of "project study area" and
beyond the immediate future.

8
According to the DEIS, the new East Span will cost well over 1.5 billion dollars. Engineers
are only in preliminary design. Cost may climb higher. It is imprudent to spend so much
money and not allow for capacity expansion. The public and the environment both need a
bridge for the future, not a bamer that will bring environmental degradation and cause
economic waste.

Respectfully submitted,

16 #4.9»
Robert R. Pipef Ph.D.
Sierm Club Tmnsportation Committee
1705 California Street
Berkeley, CA 94703
510-8484134

0.
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Sierra Club Letter #1 dated 11/23/1998

Comment 1
Please see Chapter 1 - Purpose of and Need for the Project. The Purpose and Need
Statement for the project sets the context for assessment of the environmental impacts .1 . .
of providing a lifeline vehicular connection between YBI and the Oakland Touchdown
area. The project does not propose to increase the roadway capacity of the current
crossing.

Comments 2-4
The project Purpose and Need Statement was drafted following FHWA Technical
Advisory T 6640.8, 'Guidance Material for the Preparation of Environmental
Documents," and more fully developed with public input received at the MTC Bay
Bridge Design Task Force and Engineering Design Advisory Panel meetings.  The
Purpose and Need Statement was further refined through a collaborative process
among federal agencies as outlined in the NEPA/404 Integration Memorandum of
Understanding.

The project's Purpose and Need is very specific: to provide a seismically safe
vehicular lifeline connection. Caltrans' focus on seismic safety to the exclusion of
congestion relief was intentional, because Caltrans considers the need for improved
seismic safety in this corridor to be paramount. Because of the project's size, it has led
some members of the regional community to advocate for multiple purposes that

  address congestion relief in addition to safety. However, expanding the scope of the
project to include congestion relief would have resulted in lengthy public and agency
debate about how best to implement a congestion relief solution, with the result that the
seismic safety component of the project would have been substantially delayed.
Caltrans anticipates beginning construction  of this critical safety project  in  late  2001.
This would not have been possible if the scope of the project had included congestion
relief.

In response to requests for a study of passenger rail options in the Bay Bridge corridor,
MTC is currently studying transit service options in the Transbay Corridor, especially
the possibility of rail. Studies already completed by MTC include a long-term capital
and operating cost analysis for various transit options for the Transbay Transit Terminal.
and a feasibility analysis of rail on the SFOBB. A study examining the possibility of non-
SFOBB transbay rail crossings will be completed by fall 2002. See Section 2.5 -
Accommodation of Multi-Modal Strategies for a summary of available information
about the studies completed or currently being conducted by MTC. The East Span
replacement alternative would not preclude transit options should the MTC studies find
them feasible and decision-makers choose to fund them as a separate future project
on the East Span.

Comment 5
Transbay Transit Terminal improvements are not part of the East Span Project.  The
East Span Project would not have an impact on bus operations at the Transbay Transit

 
Terminal. Decisions concerning a future Transbay Transit Terminal do not influence the
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to identification and implementation of the East Span Project.  The East Span
Project has              i A'14 independent utility (i.e., it would be usable and would be a reasonable expenditure of

4  p-e funds even  if no additional transportation improvements  in the area are  made). It would
' 4   - not preclude or limit design or implementation of other projects on the bridge or its3 =10 vicinity.

  3  Comment 66 Evaluation of rail access is not part of the East Span Project. This issue is included in

6 lia

the rail feasibility studies already completed or currently being conducted by MTC.

Comment 7
The East Span Project would not preclude the future implementation of rail or enhanced
bus service on the replacement alternatives. All replacement alternatives are being
designed to support light rail transit (LRT) system loads should Bay Area decision-
makers choose to fund and implement a LRT system in the corridor.  As the regional

\ transportation planning organization, MTC has prepared a feasibility analysis of rail on
Tihe bridge.  A LRT system could be placed on a replacement alternative by converting

one travel lane and one shoulder in each direction to LRT guideways along with some
(»structural modifications (see Section 2.5 - Accommodation of Multi-Modal Strategies).

A working paper on structural issues of placing rail on the existing SFOBB was

''3' 2 . r,    sptrreupc    i 1 12,tocbatt; 19t09ihi: Z'J  ' 1'dc adorb:,tz:r ecnht: ts'hoe,hef<eBs,with
1-'Y., i

*36
+

Span and YBI tunnel.
9 ./

9 itr        X                 Ul

t: 46,»   6 10  1
Fle replacement alternatives are likely to improve traffic operations on the SFOBB for                   ,/j ,.'V all vehicles, including buses. The addition of shoulders on the outside of both the

cirrifri
eastbound and westbound decks would provide refuge for disabled vehicles, which
would reduce the disruption of traffic flow compared to existing conditions. Westbound

'-1/

i to traffic operations would also improve, particularly for trucks and buses, because the
LL replacement alternatives would have a more gradual ascent compared to the existing

. Al& FV East Span.  The Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative and No-Build Alternative would
not improve traffic operations.

1&#.AL#*Tk1 Jki.

06       2 162    Comment 8Please see response to Comments 2-4 in regard to how the project purpose and need
was developed.
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SIERRA CLUB
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l    11: 1 /    1   Serving the counties of Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin and San Francisco

\   / emo,„ 5]3  Calgo .i.*0.iui, Calil-Ad, CA :1[10 - ( 101 C,53 0107

.04,4* Bookstore; 6014 College Avenue, Oakland, CA 94618 • (510) 658-7470

New Office: 2530 San Pablo Ave., Suite I, Berkeley, CA 94702 (510) 848-0800

23 november 1998

Mara Melandry
CalTrans District 4
fax: 510 286 6374

Dear CalTrans,

The DEIS for the Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project is     
fatally deficient.  It requires real information in several major
areas of concern before it can even approach the status of a      1
legally functional document.

The air quality impacts for construction and demolition have not

been adequately discussed with regard to fine particulates, (02
and NOX.  This project could be a significant factor is driving      2
the Bay Area out of federal compliance with the Clean Air Act.
This impact must be studied and discussed.

Impacts on wildlife and species of federal concern such as least
terns   who are active   in   the   area, and snowy plovers who roost   on                  3

<                       the Bay Bridge approach must be studied and documented.

There is no information on sediment quality, especially of the      4
proposed dredge material. This must be thoroughly sampled and
discussed in the public record of this document.

The document fails to discuss alternative disposal sites for the
dredge material, a failure even more glaring in the face of the
recently published Long Term Management Strategy for dredge
material disposal.  This Strategy, funded by federal and state      5
agencies, documents alternatives to the environmentally destruc-
tive practice of dumping dredge spoil in the bay.

There is no discussion of alternatives to or mitigation of blast-      6
ing's impacts on fish and wildlife in the area.

There is no discussion of mitigation for the loss of eelgrass,
mudflats or wetlands habitat. The discussion of mitigation for
loss of eelgrass must recognize the complexity of establishing      7
new beds, whether they are attempted on manipulated or non-
manipulated sites.

e."ld'd
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calTrans must recognize the enormity of this project, its impact
on the environment across a wide range of issues, and produce a
public information document that truly reveals those impacts,
ways to avoid them and ways to mitigate them.

The Sierra Club urges you to do a much more thorough study before
you proceed with an illegally deficient document.

'3:5'  -
David Nesmith
Conservation Director
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Sierra Club Letter #2 dated 11/23/1998

Comment 1
Responses to specific comments follow.

Comment 2
The project is subject to the Transportation Conformity Rule, which addresses air
quality conformity issues related to transportation activities. Stated in this rule is the
fact that transportation projects with temporary increases in emissions (defined as
those which occur only during the construction phases and last five years or less at any
individual site) are not required to quantify emissions in order to consider construction-
related impacts. Please see Section 4.14.4- Construction-period Air Quality for a
discussion of measures that would be taken to reduce construction-related air quality
emissions.

The project has been found to conform to the State Implementation Plan and, as such,
would not cause the Bay Area to be out of compliance with the Clean Air Act.

Comment 3
A Biological Assessment was prepared to document potential impacts to federal and
state special status species. Based upon review of the Biological Assessment, the
Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) and a memorandum to Caltrans (June 21,
1999) on mitigation actions, the National Marine Fisheries Service issued a letter on

                  September 23,1999, concurring that the project is not likely to adversely impact
endangered or threatened anadromous fish species. The USFWS, in its letter of
August 31, 1999, notified FHWA that the peregrine falcon, the only endangered species
identified by the USFWS as having the potential to be impacted, was removed from the
Endangered Species List on August 25, 1999, and, therefore, formal consultation is not
required under the Act.

The California least tern is not known to occur in the project area, but may use former
Oakland Army Base lands adjacent to the project area and portions of the southern
shore of the Oakland Touchdown.  If the southern portion of the Oakland Touchdown is
needed for project construction or construction staging, additional consultation and
coordination with USFWS may be required. The project area lacks suitable nesting
habitat for the western snowy plover. Therefore, direct impacts to the nesting habitats
of this species as well as indirect impacts from project-related noise and visual
disturbance are not anticipated.

The FEIS has revised information in regard to shorebird habitat in the Natural Resource
sections (Sections 4.9 and 4.14.8). The northern alternatives would permanently
impact shorebird feeding habitat. Sand flats along the northern portion of the Oakland
Touchdown area provide foraging and roosting areas. Approximately 1.36 hectares
(3.36 acres) of these sand flats would be permanently impacted by the northern
alternatives. However, the reduction in feeding habitat is not anticipated to adversely
impact shorebirds due to the relatively small area affected by the project. The northern

 
alternatives would also temporarily impact 0.69 hectare (1.70 acre) of sand flats during
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construction of the westbound roadway and placement of a geotube for dewatering
Replacement Alternative S-4 would permanently impact approximately 0.21 hectare
(0.51 acre) of uplands. The upland areas occur on the south side of the Oakland
Touchdown area and are known to provide shorebird winter and high-tide roosting
habitat. All replacement alternatives would temporarily impact this upland area during
construction and would result in the displacement of roosting habitat. Proposed
mitigation for the loss of shorebird roosting habitat includes restoration of portions of
the sand flats impacted by the placement of a geotube and off-site creation of a tidal
marsh ecosystem, including enhancement or creation of upland shorebird refugia.  See
Section 4.9.6 - Natural Resources, Mitigation and Section 4.14.8 - Temporary
Impacts During Construction Activities for more on mitigation.

Comment 4
A Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) was prepared by Caltrans and approved by the
Dredged Material Management Office (DMMO) on May  14,  1999.   The SAP included
methodology for sampling at multiple locations along the Preferred Alternative
alignment and at potential representative reuse/disposal locations. Caltrans
understands that additional sediment characterization may be required by the DMMO if
an alternative other than Replacement Alternative N-6 is selected. Caltrans also
understands that, for all replacement alternatives, the sediments in the barge access
channel for dismantling the existing bridge would need to be characterized in the
future. Please see Section 3.12.2 - Sediment Sampling and Analysis.

A Sediment Sampling and Analysis Report was prepared by Caltrans in June 2000.
This report summarizes the results of testing to determine the quality of materials.  The               
sediments encountered during the testing were primarily silt and clay. Chemical
analyses indicated that although some metals were detected in site sediments at levels

exceeding San Francisco Estuary ambient concentrations, the majority of organic and
inorganic analyte concentrations in site sediments were similar to concentrations
detected in baseline sediments. Solid phase bioassays to evaluate the effect of site
sediments on benthic organisms indicated that sediments from several locations near
the Oakland Touchdown are not suitable for aquatic disposal (in-Bay or ocean) or for
beneficial reuse at upland wetland sites.

In its letter of October 31, 2000 (see Appendix G for a copy of the letter), the DMMO
made the following conclusions regarding the disposal of dredged materials:

•    Up to 248,219 cubic meters (324,681 cubic yards) of site sediments are suitable for
unconfined aquatic disposal; and

•    Up to 319,181 cubic meters (417,503 cubic yards) of site sediments are suitable for
beneficial reuse at upland wetland sites.

Any sediment not suitable for aquatic disposal or reuse would be properly disposed of
at a landfill. See Section 4.14.10 - Construction Excavation and Dredging for a
discussion of project dredging quantities.

San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project FEIS Page  1 -352



Volume 11: Section 1 - DEIS Comments and Responses
Sierra Club #2 11/23/1998

                 Comment 5A DMMP has been developed in consultation with the ACOE, EPA, and other members
of the DMMO.  The DMMP addresses, among other things, locations for reuse/disposal
of materials.  The DMMP is included as Appendix M.  It was circulated for public
comment (comment letters and responses are in Section 2 of this volume).  Also,
Section 4.14.10 - Temporary Impacts During Construction, Construction Excavation
and Dredging has been revised to include a summary of the results from the DMMP.

The alternatives analyzed in detail in the DMMP include in-Bay (SF-11), ocean (SF-
DODS), the Hamilton Wetlands Restoration Project, Montezuma Wetland restoration,
sidecasting and upland disposal at various landfills. Caltrans proposes to beneficially
reuse a majority of the material at an upland wetland site, provided such sites accept
material during the periods when East Span Project construction activities would
generate dredged material and that such sites are cost-effective. If approved sites are
not available or found to be not cost-effective, Caltrans may beneficially reuse materials
at landfill sites as daily cover or dispose of materials at the deep ocean disposal site.
Caltrans may also beneficially reuse some dredged material and excavated sand to
restore portions of the barge access channel at the Oakland Touchdown area for
eelgrass habitat.

Comment 6
The use of detonations has been withdrawn due to the potential adverse impacts to
marine life.

                Comment 7
Mitigation concepts have been refined for special aquatic sites since publication of the
DEIS. The mitigation discussion in Section 4.9.6- Natural Resources Mitigation has
been updated to include the most recent information.  A copy of the Conceptual
Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites is in Appendix N.

The complexity of ensuring successful creation or restoration of eelgrass beds is
acknowledged. Caltrans is working with recognized experts in this field to determine
the likelihood for success of transplanting eelgrass. Proposed mitigation includes
harvesting eelgrass prior to construction and planting test plots to determine
methodologies for successfully transplanting eelgrass.  It is also proposed to restore
portions of the dredged barge access channel to facilitate colonization by eelgrass or
possibly replant eelgrass . Additional out-of-kind-mitigation for impacts to eelgrass
beds is discussed in Section 4.9- Natural Resources.
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fi   SIERRA CLUB< 6*«) SAN IFRANCISCO IBAY CHAPTER
Serving the counties of Alameda, Contra Costa, Marin and San Francisco

\4   4

  ,  )   2530
San Pablo Ave., Suite I,  Berkeley, CA 94702 • 510-848-0800

\.5313>'

November 31, 1998

Mara Melandry
Caltrans District 4
111 Grand Avenue (P. 0. Box 23660)
Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Subject: Comments on DEIS for SF Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project

Dear Ms. Melandry:

By incorporation, please add our name to the letter from the Department of the Army,
Construction-Operations Division, Regulatory Branch, Subject: File Number 23013S signed by                          1
Max K Blodgett, Chief, Construction-Operations Division.   A copy of this letter is attached.

A complete discussion ofthe need for a CEQA exemption is missing from the DEIS.                                            2

There are statutory requirements in place for the removal and eventual reuse of dredged material.
Instead of following these requirements, Caltrans chooses to seek an exemption to them   The                           3

 

environmental effects of the dredging activity will be significant.

Lastly, nowhere does Caltrans answer the wishes ofvoters to change the design of the bridge.
This project impacts the population of the San Francisco Bay Area counties, and this population
has publicized its wishes at the ballot.  We feel that Caltrans should consider the last election and                         4
answer the concerns ofthe voters.

Please include our concerns among the answers to the DEIS.

Very truly yours,

ames P. Royce
Sierra Club, SF Bay Chapter

® R,™lit
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Sierra Club Letter dated 11/31/1998

Comment 1
Comment noted. The referenced letter and corresponding responses can be found in ·
this volume in the Federal Agencies Section.

Comment 2
Please see Chapter 5 - CEQA Status and Findings for discussion of statutory
exemptions and how the SFOBB East Span Project meets these requirements.

The East Span Project is exempt by statute from provisions of CEQA. The project is
covered by the statutory exemption under the California Streets and Highways Code
Section  180.2 and CEQA Section 21080 because its purpose is to enhance seismic
safety and it would not increase capacity.

Comment 3
A Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP) has been developed in consultation
with the ACOE, EPA, and other members of the Dredged Material Management Office
(DMMO).  The DMMP (in Appendix M) addresses updated estimates of materials to be
dredged (see also revised Table 4.14-4 in the FEIS and an errata sheet attached to the
DMMP), locations for reuse/disposal of materials, and impacts of dredging on the
aquatic environment. Please also see updated Section 4.14.10- Temporary Impacts

                    Section 3.12
- Disposal of Dredged Materials of the FEIS, for a summary of dredging

During Construction, Construction Excavation and Dredging, and a new section,

information.

Comment 4
The DEIS was published on September 24, 1998, prior to the November 3, 1998
election, when advisory measures in four cities regarding rail transit on the bridge were
passed.

The project's Purpose and Need is very specific: to provide a seismically safe
vehicular lifeline connection. Caltrans' focus on seismic safety to the exclusion of
congestion relief, such as rail, was intentional, because Caltrans considers the need for
improved seismic safety in this corridor to be paramount. Because of the project's
size, it led some members of the regional community to advocate for multiple purposes
that address congestion relief in addition to safely. However, expanding the scope of
the project to include congestion relief would have resulted in lengthy public and
agency debate about how best to implement a congestion relief solution, with the result
that the seismic safety component of the project would have been substantially
delayed. Caltrans anticipates beginning construction of this critical safety project in
late  2001. This would  not have been possible  if the scope of the project had included
congestion relief.

In response to requests for a study of passenger rail options in the Bay Bridge corridor,
MTC is currently studying transit service options in the Transbay Corridor, especially

                  the possibility of rail. Studies already completed by MTC include a long-term capital
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operating cost analysis for various transit options for the Transbay Transit
Terminal and              a feasibility analysis of rail on the SFOBB. A study examining the possibility of non-

SFOBB transbay rail crossings is expected to be completed  by fall 2002. See Section
2.5 - Accommodation of Multi-modal Strategies for additional details of the studies
completed or currently being conducted by MTC.  The East Span replacement
alternatives would not preclude light-rail transit should these studies find rail feasible
and decision-makers choose to fund and construct a rail system as a separate future
project on the East Span.

San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project FEIS Page  1 -356



          RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
INDIVIDUALS



Volume 11: Section 1 DEIS Comments and Responses
David Benfell Comment Sheet from San Francisco Public Hearing

               Comments on Draft EIS                                                                   4,1-7..7-
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Please place comments  in the box available at this  public hearing or mail or e-mail comments on the Draft
EIS by November 9,1998 to the following:

Mail:     Mara Melandry, Environmental Manager E-mail: sfobb.dist04@dot.ca.gov
Caltrans - SFOBB
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA  94623-0660
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David Benfell Comment Sheet from San Francisco Public Hearing                   

Comment 1
A replacement bridge is being designed to withstand defined seismic motions from the
San Andreas or Hayward faults, as well as potential events along many other faults
present in the Bay Area. The magnitude of these motions is defined not by a
magnitude of energy release along a particular fault, but by 1,500-year equal hazard
rock motion spectra. These are motions which are expected to be exceeded only once
every 1,500 years, and the bridge is being designed to withstand them. (See Appendix
K for more information.)

As part of the project team, a panel of world-renowned experts on earthquakes and the
motions they generate was assembled. This panel included professors from the
University of California, a geologist from the U.S. Geological Survey, and consulting
seismologists and engineers. Their recommendations were also reviewed by an
independent seismic safety peer review panel as well as the design team, project
manager, and principal engineer.
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Please place comments in the box available at this public hearing or mail or e-mail comments on the Draft
EIS by November 9,1998 to the following:

Mail:     Mara Melandry, Environmental Manager E-mail: sfobb.dist04@dot.ca.gov
Caltrans - SFOBB
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA  94623-0660
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William Black Comment Sheet from Oakland Public Hearing                            

Comment 1
Comment noted.
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San Francisco Bicycle Coalition
Bike the Bridget Coalition

Member, Bay Bridge Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee (BPAC)

Thank you for making the East Span DEIS available over the World Wide Web.

What follows are changes that should be made in the final document.

The current EIS/Statutory Exemption fails to address the most pressing

environmental concerns of the. bicycling contrrunity. It also misrepresents

the project's purpose, reframing the retrofit as a specifically vehicular

project.
1

An EIS is meant to:

inform the public,
inform decisionmakers, and
coordinate agencies.

This EIS fails to inform the public about the environmental impacts of the

design decisions regarding the path. It failed to inform BPAC, the MTC,                   2
and BCDC, all of which made crucial decisions before the Statement was
released. It failed to coordinate agencies, in that MTC, BCDC, Caltrans,

and BPAC have had inadequate knowledge of one another's process. I 3

It is distressing that the entire public process on the nature of the new

East Span took place in an information vacuum. With respect to
bicycle/pedestrian issues, there was inadequate knowledge of feasibility,

financing, and the environmental impacts of the road upon the path. The

currently accepted bike/ped path design should not be considered 100%
final until adequate environmental review is complete. Adequate review

would include: a study of the impacts of the roadway on path users; a

study of relative travel use of varigus path options; and a study of the

                            cost-effectiveness of improvements to the path in terms of air qua
lity,noise, and weather (among other possible improvements).

Problem with the overall statement of project purpose:

The failure to address the environmental concerns of bicyclists and

pedestrians is likely the result of the overly limited statement of the

project purpose:

The purpose of the East Span Project is to provide a

seismically upgraded vehicular crossing for current and

future users between YBI and Oakland. 5
By calling the bridge a •vehicular crossing• only, this sentence ignores

the real reason for retrofitting the Bay Bridge. That is, to provide

transportation security for the Bay Area. Transportation security requires

not only high capacity, but also redundant design and a diversity of

travel modes. Bicycle and pedestrian access was included in the original
law, and has continued to be considered. The bike path helps vehicles

some, but it is far more important for its utility as a redundant system:
a way to cron thc Bay when car craahes, a collapsed YBI tunnel, f loading,
or another catastrophe strikes the bridge.

Please add to the project purpose, °The bridge can help provide redundant
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systems and a diverse transportation mix in the Bay Area."

Concerns about the bicycle/pedestrian path(s):

There is an ongoing debate within the cycling community over the design

for the bicycle/pedestrian path on the new bridge. These concerns focus on
noise, air quality, view qualities, traffic safety, and traffic flow on
the path. All of these concerns should have been addressed in the EIS.                   6

Unfortunately, where they are addressed at all, the alternatives,
analysis, and mitigations all are weak.

1)    In the Summary, Section   6 is about "Unresolved Issues and Areas   of
Controversy." One unresolved issue that continues to attract more

attention from the public than any other issue related to the bridge
(except rail) is the type of bike path supplied. In particular, many

members of the public are concerned about potentially significant
environmental impacts on the path, and have offered various suggested                    7

alternatives  that may mitigate these impacts. Please consider  this  an
"Unresolved Issue. "

Another "Unresolved issue" that has been hilariously left out of the
report is the fate of the Transbay Terminal. It has been by far the most

contentious issue in the entire Bay Bridge debate.    
                                   8

2) Alternative path designs should be considered in the environmental

analysis. The path should be re-analyzed, comparing the preferred
alternative with some of the alternatives that have been suggested: a path

suspended above the north span, like the Brooklyn Bridge and a path
depressed at least 5 feet below the roadway deck level off the south side

of the south span.

Indeed, BPAC came up with several alternative designs and presented them

to EDAP and BATA. These designs, at least, should have been analyzed. The               9                 "preferred alternative" presented by BPAC was the result of dead

reckoning, not careful analysis. We had only a cursory, unprofessional

analysis of noise, safety, wind, traffic flow, and traffic safety. Our

design was based as much on speculation as on data. We were unaware that
environmental analysts were even then being paid to analyze the very
factors about which we were concerned: air quality, noise, traffic safety,
traffic flow, and view qualities. It is hugely disappointing that a $50
million bike project would be designed with less professional
environmental analysis than is usually provided for a $50,000 stop-light.

3) Specific environmental impacts to path users should be analyzed. The
potentially significant environmental issues that should be addressed, but

are not, are air quality, view qualities, traffic safety, and traffic 10
flow. Noise is addressed in the analysis. but has no suggested mitigations
or alternatives. All of these potentially significant impacts should be

analyzed under various environmental conditions, including various regimes
of traffic, weather, daylight, and wind.

4) Th- environmental setoing inadequately addresses the catchment area of

cyclists, pedestrians, and wheelchair users who will be using the path.
with rapidly expanding bike route networks and fast growth in cycling as a
transportation mode on both sides of the bay, we can expect significant
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use of the bridge path. The transportation setting should include the
extensive bike route network and the increasing use of non-motorized
transportation. Cont.111
5) With respect to environmental justice, the report does not analyze
transportation modal choice for the low-income minority community at the 12
Oakland end. This community is likely to use the path disproportionately
much, especially because of the expense of automobiles.

Conclusion

Please follow through with a complete environmental review of the

bicycle/pedestrian path, including an adequate project purpose, a complete
environmental setting, proper analysis, and a look at various
alternatives. Such an analysis will allow us, the people of California, to
build the best possible bridge. Without adequate analysis, we risk not
getting our money'e worth. The best path means the best transportation

security for the region.

Steven Bodzin
San Francisco Bicycle Coalition
Bike the Bridge! Coalition
Member, Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee
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Steven Eric Bodzin Letter dated 11/23/1998

Comment 1
Responses to specific comments follow.

Comment 2
The EIS addresses the potential environmental impacts that path users might
experience (please see Section 4 - Environmental Consequences and Mitigation of
the FEIS, in particular Section 4.4 - Air Quality and 4.5 - Noise and Vibration).  The
EIS evaluates project alternatives, including replacement alternatives which have a
bicycle/pedestrian path.

At the outset of the environmental analysis process, replacement alternatives included
design variations - with and without a bicycle/pedestrian path. Impacts reported in
the EIS are for the path design and location recommended and approved for funding
by MTC. Technical information concerning noise and air quality impacts were
discussed with BPAC members at regularly scheduled committee meetings hosted by
Caltrans.

Comment 3
Coordination among MTC, BCDC, Caltrans, and BPAC has taken place throughout the
East Span Project. These agencies have participated in meetings with and provided
support to the BPAC by responding to requests for information.  The MTC Bay Bridge
Design Task Force and its Engineering Design Advisory Panel (EDAP) were

provided              
path design options and conceptual cost data. Members of BPAC have participated
extensively in public meetings conducted by the Bay Bridge Design Task Force and
EDAP. BCDC representatives sit on the EDAP, Bay Bridge Design Task Force, and
MTC Commission. Meetings of each of these entities were held during the period in
which environmental analyses were conducted, ensuring that information-sharing
occurred. See Appendix E for more on agency coordination.

Comment 4
Please see responses to Comments 2 and 3 above regarding the sharing of technical
information. The replacement alternatives include one of the bicycle/pedestrian path
recommendations made by the BPAC to the MTC Task Force.  The BPAC, representing
over 40 Bay Area organizations with concerns for bicycle/pedestrian access, has not
revised its recommendation regarding a 4.7-meter (15.5-foot) wide path on the south
side of the eastbound structure. Although complete consensus may not have been
achieved within the BPAC, its recommendation has not changed. Refinement of the
path design is ongoing through meetings with the BPAC whose deliberations are
conducted as public meetings.

Additional cost-effectiveness studies for path improvements in terms of air quality,
noise, and weather are not required.  An air quality analysis showed that there would
be no violations of federal or state carbon monoxide standards on the proposed
bicycle path. The project is in conformity with air quality regulations; therefore, no other
studies are required. Based on the fact that bridge path users would not

experience               
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hearing damage or safety hazards as a result of elevated noise levels, noise
attenuation measures are not proposed. There are no practical means of eliminating
path-user exposure to meteorological and environmental conditions.

Comment 5
The project Purpose and Need Statement was drafted following FHWA Technical
Advisory T 6640.8, "Guidance Material for the Preparation of Environmental
Documents,' and more fully developed with public input received at the MTC Bay
Bridge Design Task Force and Engineering Design Advisory Panel meetings.  The
Purpose and Need Statement was further refined through a collaborative process
among federal agencies as outlined in the NEPA/404 Integration Memorandum of
Understanding. Consultations conducted among NEPA/404 signatory federal agencies
and participating state and regional agencies included discussion of the potential for
project alternatives to accommodate a bicycle/pedestrian path. The NEPA/404
process included various alternative selection criteria, including that an alternative
does not preclude a bicycle/pedestrian path. See Section 2.1.1 - Development of
Alternatives for more details. The resulting need statement reflects the need to provide
a seismically safe vehicular crossing. The project purpose recognizes the potential for
replacement alternatives to include a bicycle/pedestrian path. MTC (acting as the Bay
Area Toll Authority [BATA]) on June 24, 1998, approved BATA Resolution No. 10, which
included extending the one dollar toll surcharge for 5.5 months to fund  a

-           bicycle/pedestrian path on a replacement bridge.

Comment 6

  Although differences among members of the cycling community concerning the design
of the bicycle/pedestrian path have been stated, the EIS includes one of the path
configurations that was recommended by the BPAC.  (The MTC Task Force and EDAP
rejected the two-path option that was recommended due to limited motorists' views and
safety issues.)

Based on the decision of the MTC, the replacement alternatives include a
bicycle/pedestrian path on the south side of the eastbound structure 4.7 meters (15.5
feet) wide, elevated 0.3 meter (1 foot) above the travel lanes. Potential benefits and
impacts to users of this path are presented in Section 4.0- Environmental
Consequences and Mitigation Measures of the EIS. The impact analyses are based on
the MTC/BPAC-recommended path configuration and do not address the alternatives
not brought forward by the BPAC.

Comment 7
Please see response to Comment 4 above.

Comment 8
The East Span Project does not include the Transbay Transit Terminal. Although
Senate Bill 60 references the Transbay Transit Terminal as a project to which funding
from the one dollar toll surcharge can be allocated, the terminal is not part of the East
Span Project. The East Span Project has independent utility and would not preclude or
limit design or implementation of other projects on the bridge or its vicinity.  The East

 
Span Project would not conflict with any improvements or changes to the Transbay
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Transit Terminal. Cumulative impacts from the East Span Project in
combination with                other projects in the Transbay Corridor along with the possible redesign of the

Transbay Transit Terminal have been considered in Section 4.15- Cumulative
Impacts.

Comment 9
Design refinements to the bicycle/pedestrian path would continue to occur during the
final design process for the approved alternative. Reconsideration of the path design
variations the BPAC reviewed in developing its recommendations is not being
conducted.

The path variations are not project alternatives; they are design variations.  The BPAC
screened path design variations in developing its recommended configurations.  The
screening process used environmental technical information available at the time and
benefited from the input of technical specialists and potential path users.  The
screening process considered the trade-offs of differing effects such as the views,
noise levels, user convenience, and potential cost, among other factors in developing a
recommendation.  The EIS discloses the potential benefits and impacts of the design
variation approved by MTC.

Comment  10
Please see responses to Comments 2 and 9 above and the following:

An air quality analysis consistent with the Clean Air Act and its amendments was
performed for the proposed bicycle path. The analysis showed that there

would be no             violations of federal or state carbon monoxide standards. No other studies are
required.

Users of the bicycle/pedestrian path would be exposed to the elements to various
degrees, depending on the time of day and season. Wind speeds up to 130 kilometers
per hour (80 miles per hour) have been measured in the Bay Area during heavy storms.
In the winter months, temperatures around 0' C (low 30s ' F) have been observed.
Extremely heavy precipitation can occur in relative short periods of time and fog has
been known to shut down local airports for extended periods of time. There are no
practical means of eliminating path-user exposure to meteorological and environmental
conditions.

The views from the bicycle path would be unique and spectacular because this
vantage point does not currently exist on the East Span and the view from the bike lane
would be unobstructed. To enhance views on the path, six or seven viewing areas,
referred to as belvederes, would be incorporated into the path along the bridge. There
would be five belvederes on the skyway and one or two belvederes on the main span.

The capacity and traffic flow of the path would vary depending on the mix of users.  It
would also be impacted by environmental conditions and the skill and familiarity of path
users. The width of the path has been designed to provide adequate space for bicycle
traffic in two directions as well as foot traffic.
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Noise levels for bicycle/pedestrian path users were modeled by Caltrans at 84 dBA Leq
during the noisiest hour of the day. This noise level is typical of being in a busy
restaurant or in the kitchen with a garbage disposal running and requires shouting to
be heard at 1 meter (3.3 feet); most people would perceive the noise as being loud.
Two cyclists riding single-file would have difficulty communicating by shouting.  The
U.S. Occupational Safety & Health Administration (OSHA) has established a health-
based criteria of exposure for eight hours to noise levels of 90 dBA. This level was
selected to prevent hearing damage in most individuals who are subjected to the noise
level for a 40-hour work week over ten years. Because noise levels on the bridge
would be lower than the OSHA standard and people would be subjected to it for a
period much shorter than the eight-hour period assumed for the standard, exposure to
typical noise levels on the bridge would not cause permanent hearing damage.

Caltrans performed a noise study of the bicycle path beside Route 24 between Orinda
and Lafayette in Contra Costs County. Noise readings of 82 dBA were measured,
approximately the same level that is expected for the path on the East Span.
Therefore, East Span path users should expect to have similar noise conditions to
those experienced by bicycle path users on Route 24. Details about the Route 24
study can be found in Section 4.5.2- Noise on the Bicycle/Pedestrian Path.

Other potential noise concerns regarding safety include the potential to be startled by
short-duration loud noises.  In a relatively quiet environment where cyclists and
pedestrians are not expecting loud traffic noise, such as a truck passing by, these
noise levels could startle an individual, resulting in possible loss of balance or control of
a bicycle. Because bridge riders would be experiencing steady elevated noise levels
and trucks frequently passing by, this is not anticipated to be a substantial safety
concern to bridge riders.

Based on the fact that bridge path users would not experience hearing damage or
safety hazards as a result of elevated noise levels, Caltrans does not propose noise
attenuation measures.

Comment 11
Section 1.2.4 of the Pedestrian and Bicycle Study addresses the potential demand for
bicycle travel on the East Span. The evaluation includes a comparison of bicycle use
on other Bay Area bridges and a discussion of the factors influencing bicycle use,
including distance. The section states that most bicycle and walking trips are relatively
short compared to auto or transit trips.  It also notes that the distance between the East
Span bicycle/pedestrian facility and origins/destinations in the East Bay and San
Francisco would impact use of the facility by bicyclists/pedestrians of different abilities.

Project alternatives have been assessed for potential to accommodate planned and
proposed pathway connections. Caltrans and MTC are currently preparing a feasibility
study for a bicycle/pedestrian path on the West Span and a connection around YBI to a
path on a replacement East Span. The study is expected to be completed by May
2001.  The path on the East Span would be able to accommodate connections to a
possible path on the West Span.  The Bay Trail would connect with the East Span
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structure from West Oakland along a bikeway adjacent to 1-80 to be
provided by                     Caltrans under the requirements of BCDC Permit 11-93.

Comment 12
According to the standard definition used in Environmental Justice analyses, the West
Oakland census tracts that contain the Oakland Touchdown area meet the criterion of
"low income". However, the existing corridor does not offer the use of bicycles as a
modal choice.  A bike path would provide an additional mode choice to lower-income
users; therefore, the bike path would not pose a "disproportionate impact on a high-
minority or low-income neighborhood." As such, further analysis is not required as part
of Environmental Justice requirements.
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Please place comments in the box available at this public hearing or mail or e-mail comments on the Draft
EIS by November 9,1998 to the following:

Mail:     Mara Metandry, Environmental Manager E-mail: sfobb.dist04@dot.ca.gov
Caltrans - SFOBB
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA  94623-0660
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Dick Borke Comment Sheet from San Francisco Public Hearing                      

Comment 1
Opposition to the proposed bicycle/pedestrian path is noted. Consideration of a
bicycle/pedestrian path on the East Span Project was accomplished through a
cooperative process among Caltrans, Metropolitan Transportation Commission, and
members of the Bay Bridge Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee.  Cost was just one
of the criteria evaluated during the decision-making process.
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Perry Brissette <perrybri@pacbell.net> on 10/15/98 12:04:22 PMd#
Please respond to penybri@pacbell.net

To: SFOBB Dist04/004/Caltrans/CAGov

CC

Subject Planning for Bicycles on East Span

To:  Mara Melandry, Environmental Manager
Caltrans - SFOBB
Oakland, Calif.

Dear Mara,

I attended the Public Review of the DEIS for the East Span
Project in Oakland yesterday (Oct. 14).  I am writing to
comment on the planning process for the bicycle/pedestrian
path.

The models and renderings presented at the DEIS were

impressive.  However, I would like to point out conflicting

                 details on exactly how the bicycle/pedestrian path is to be
designed.  These conflicting details seem to point to
significantly less space for the mandated path on PART of
the proposed span.

According to your models, the path is illustrated in two,
differing ways:

* The Skyway Section --  The path on the skyway section
is laid out as a 15.5-foot path.as shown on the rendering.

* The Suspension Section -- The path on the suspension

section is shown with significantly less space than the
skyway section.  This is because the cable anchors are
placed INSIDE the path itself, thus reducing the dimensions
of the path along the suspension section.

It is not clear whether the bicycle/pedestrian path will
go inside our outside the vertical suspension cables.  I
would like to have this confusion clarified as soon as
possible. I think it would be helpful if your renderings
would more clearly consider how the bicycle/pedestrian path
will be laid out  -- on BOTH sections of the new span.

Sincerely,

Perry Brissette
7315 Fairmount Avenue
El Cerrito, CA 94530
Tel: (510) 527-6684
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Perry Brissette Letter  #1  dated 10/1 5/1998

Comment 1
The bicycle/pedestrian path on a replacement bridge would have the same dimensions
along the full length of the East Span regardless of the type of bridge constructed.
Under any of the replacement alternatives, the 4.7-meter (15.5-foot) wide
bicycle/pedestrian path would be located on the outside of the suspension cables (see
Figure 2-8 in Appendix A).
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Perry Brissette <perrybrl@pacbell.net> on 10/15/98 12:03:44 PM

(1/97
Please respond to perrybri@pacbell.net

To: SFOBB Dist04/004/Caltrans/CAGov

CC:

Subject  Lack of Transit

To:  Mara Melandry, Environmental Manager
Caltrans - SFOBB
Oakland, Calif.

Dear Mara,

I attended the Public Review of the DEIS for the East Span

Project in Oakland yesterday (Oct. 14).  I am writing to

voice my concern on an overall lack of consideration for

transpgrtation planning and congestion mitigation within the

East Span Seismic Safety Project.

Automobile congestion is one of the most important issues

facing Bay Area citizens today.  By MTC's own account, this

<                   problem is predicted
 to get even worse with some one millionnew commuters by 2020. In short, I see we are faced with an

urgent transportation crisis as we approach the new
millennium.

-   The bridge being proposed is supposed to last 150 years.
I do not see that this project does anything to address our

current transit crisis, let alone embrace our future transit

needs. I do not see any real, concerted effort to embrace a
"transit bridge" beyond a five-lane automobile bridge (with
limited consideration for bicycles and pedestrians,
seemingly thrown in as an after-thought).

I agree with the mayors of Berkeley, Emeryville, Oakland,
and San Francisco that we need to have an open, expanded,
discussion of a more transportation-focused design for this

new   bridge. If weare   to   have   this   bridge   tor 150 years,    we
owe it to ourse. 8-25-551,"2er our transportaEISI  n-e;Ers
well into the future. This should include the FULL
consideration for multiple modes of transportation -- light

rail, heavy rail, bicycles, pedestrians, high-occupancy
vehicles, electric vehicles, as well as traditional
single-occupancy automobiles.  This multi-mode approach is
the most sound, intelligent answer to our current (as well
as future) needs.

In summary, I agree with many in the planning community
that the Bay Bridge is the most significant transportation
infrastructure in the Bay Area. I'm afraid we are letting a
huge opportunity slip from our grasp if we do not think and
embrace a more "transit first" design. I'm afraid our grand
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children and great grand children will live with the
consequences of our short-sightedness for decades to come.
We owe it to ourselves to take a second look beyond the
seismic needs of our bridge to seriously consider all  of
our region's transportation needs.

Sincerely,

Perry Brissette
7315 Fairmount Avenue
El Cerrito, CA 94530
Tel: (510) 527-6684
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  Perry Brissette Letter #2 dated 10/15/1998

Comment 1
The project's Purpose and Need is very specific: to provide a seismically safe
vehicular lifeline connection. Caltrans' focus on seismic safety to the exclusion of
congestion relief was intentional, because Caltrans considers the need for improved
seismic safety in this corridor to be paramount. Because of the project's size, it has led
some members of the regional community to advocate for multiple purposes that
address congestion relief in addition to safety. However, expanding the scope of the
project to include congestion relief would have resulted in lengthy public and agency
debate about how best to implement a congestion relief solution, with the result that the
seismic safety component of the project would have been substantially delayed.
Caltrans anticipates beginning construction of this critical safety project in  late 2001.
This would not have been possible if the scope of the project had included congestion
relief.

In parallel with the current design process for the new East Span and in response to
requests for a study of passenger rail options in the Bay Bridge corridor, MTC is
currently studying transit service options in the Transbay Corridor, especially the
possibility of rail. Studies already completed by MTC include a long-term capital and
operating cost analysis for various transit options for the Transbay Transit Terminal and
a feasibility analysis of rail on the SFOBB. A study examining the possibility of non-
SFOBB transbay rail crossings will be completed  by fall 2002. See Section 2.5 -

                  Accommodation
of Multi-Modal Strategies for a summary of available information

about the studies completed or currently being conducted by MTC.  The East Span
replacement alternatives would not preclude transit options should the MTC studies
find them feasible and decision-makers choose to fund them as a separate future
project on the East Span.
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Leal Charonnat <gabbro@wenet.net> on 11/09/98 04:57:02 PM

Please respond to gabbro@well.com

To: SFOBB Dist04/004/Caltrans/CAGov

CC:

Subject Bay Bridge EIR

Rail option on bridge is not fully explored for all possible rail types,             1
including but not limited to hi-speed rail.

Connections and traffic configurations to Treasure Island is not fully               2
explored.

Leal Charonnat
1 5th Avenue - #1-9
Oakland, CA 94606-5125

510/436-3466
fax/893-0337
gabbro@well.com
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                                    Leal Charonnat Letter dated 11 /9/1998

Comment 1
Implementation and funding of a rail system on the SFOBB are not part of the East
Span Project. The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) is currently studying
transit service options in the Transbay Corridor, especially the possibility of rail.
Studies already completed by MTC include a long-term capital and operating cost
analysis for various transit options for the Transbay Terminal and a feasibility analysis of
rail on the SFOBB. A study examining the possibility of non-SFOBB transbay rail
crossings will be completed by fall 2002.

As part of the feasibility study, a working paper on structural issues of placing rail on
the  SFOBB was prepared in October  1999.   The four rail vehicle types analyzed  in  the

working paper were BART, light rail transit (LRT), commuter rail, and high-speed rail.
The working paper found that rail could be implemented on the SFOBB with structural
modifications to the East Span and major structural changes to the West Span and the
YBI tunnel.  As they are currently being designed by Caltrans, the East Span
replacement alternatives would have the structural capacity to accommodate one
railroad track for LRT or BART on the inside of each deck (north side of eastbound
deck and south side of westbound deck) and four travel lanes with no shoulders.
Additional strengthening beyond the established design criteria would be required if
five travel lanes or rail types with higher live loads are desired. Given the high cost of
making these necessary modifications to the SFOBB (approximately $3 billion) and the

                    age of the existing West Span, it was decided that other options for a high-capacity
transbay crossing should be evaluated and compared to implementing rail on the
SFOBB.  The Bay Crossing Study will consider how the latest traffic operation systems
and potential new rail services could improve transbay mobility. Please see Section
2.5 - Accommodation of Multi-Modal Strategies for additional details of the studies
completed or currently being conducted by MTC.

Comment 2
Vehicular traffic connections to Treasure Island from any of the build alternatives would
not be changed from the existing bridge.
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Please place comments in the box available at this public hearing or mail or 0-mail comments on the Draft
EIS  by  November 9,1998 to the following:

Mail:      Mara Melandry, Environmental Manager E-mail: sfobb.dist04@dot.ca.gov
Caltrans - SFOBB
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland. CA  94623-0660
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Mike Davis Comment Sheet from one of the Public Hearings                              

Comment 1
Preference for a suspension bridge with Replacement Alternative N-6 is noted.
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Meribeth Fisher
1676 Countrywood Ct

Walnut Creek, CA 94598

Comments on Draft EIS
Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project

The proposed plan is aesthetically pleasing and functional to the extent it replaces what we
have now. However, I would like to see the capacity expanded, ie span widened. Capacity
now is insufficient.  Bay Area population and demands on its infrastructure is increasing.                                   1
Although the West Span is not being rebuilt yet and this will add a pinch-point in the traffic
flow, it is better to take this step now in anticipation ofthe demand and eventual rebuild of the
West Span than looking at expanding or rebuilding the East Span again a few years from now.
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Meribeth Fisher Comment Sheet from San Francisco Public Hearing

Comment 1
The project's Purpose and Need is very specific: to provide a seismically safe
vehicular lifeline connection. Caltrans' focus on seismic safety to the exclusion of
congestion relief, such as increasing capacity, was intentional, because Caltrans
considers the need for improved seismic safely in this corridor to be paramount.
Because of the project's size, it has led some members of the regional community to
advocate for multiple purposes that address congestion relief in addition to safety.
However, expanding the scope of the project to include congestion relief would have
resulted in lengthy public and agency debate about how best to implement a
congestion relief solution, with the result that the seismic safety component of the
project would have been substantially delayed. Caltrans anticipates beginning
construction of this critical safety project in late 2001. This would not have been
possible if the scope of the project had included congestion relief.
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Please place comments in the box available at this public hearing or mail or e-mail comments on the Draft
EIS by November 9,  1998 to the following:

Mail:     Mara Melandry, Environmental Manager E-mail: sfobb.dist04@dot.ca.gov
Caltrans - SFOBB
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA  94623-0660
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Glenn Goldstein Comment Sheet from Vallejo Public Hearing                         

Comment 1
Support of the proposed bicycle/pedestrian path on the East Span is noted.

MTC has requested that Caltrans prepare a study for providing a bicycle/pedestrian
path on the SFOBB West Span. This study is currently under way and is expected to
be completed  by  May 2001.   The  East Span path would not preclude any connection
options to a future path on the West Span. Extension of the bicycle/pedestrian path
beyond the East Span terminus at Yerba Buena Island would be addressed as a
separate project with its own environmental compliance process if MTC approves the
expenditure of toll funds for such a facility.
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DEbbiE HubsMiTIi
P.O. Box 351

LAqUNi As, CA 94938
P|IONE: 415.289.2249

EMAil: dibliub@sfbikE.099

November 23, 1998

Ms. Mara Melandry
Caltrans District 4
111 Grand Avenue
P.O. Box 23660
Oalcland, CA 94623-0660

RE:   Comments for the SFOBB East Span Seismic Safety Project

Dear Ms. Melandry:

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the East Span Seismic Safety Project for the San Francisco
Oaldand Bay Bridge (SFOBB). Thank you in advance for your careful
consideration of my concerns.

The need for greater seismic safety on the SFOBB has created a golden
opportunity for Caltrans to build a visionary new bridge that will serve the Bay
Area's transportation security needs for the next 150 years. Alarmingly, the draft
EIS does notrise to this occasion.

The myriad of problems pursuant in your report stem from the stated purpose of
the Project which reads  "to provide a seismically upgraded vehicular crossing
for current and future users between Yerba Buena Island and Oakland:  This
purpose has three fundamental problems:

1)  BREAKING THE PROJECT INTO PARTS E DANGEROUS: The stated
purpose and the draft EIS separate the East Span from other integrated and
essential aspects of the SFOBB Project such as the West Span and the location
of the Transbay Terminal. Breaking the project into parts leads to decision                                   1

making that takes place in a vacuum. The location of the Transbay Terminal
and the fate of the Terminal's East Ramp are still undecided, but are essential
to the success of this Project
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2)  THE EMPHASIS ON VEHICULAR CROSSING IS TOO LIMTTING: Stating
that the purpose of the Project is to provide a "vehicular crossing" ignores the
need to move people, notjust vehicles.  This misrepresentation in the Project
purpose is probably one reason why the location of the bicycle/pedestrian
path (adjacent to traffic and one foot above the deck) does not adequately
address the need to create a path that will encourage maximum use and                                      2
comfort While the bicycle/pedestrian path costs only 4% of the overall East
Span design. it has the potential to increase the number of trips by 100%  or
more of the current bridge. This potential will only be realized with a good
path design. A bike/ped path directly adjacent to traffic will deter its use.
Please reconsider the placement location Of the bicycle*edestrian path.

3)  THE PROJECY MUST COVER MORE THAN SEISMIC SAFETY: Seismic
safety initiated this important Project however, the scope of its redesign
should not be limited to seismic safety alone. The project must also

consider:                           3transportation planning on local streets throughout the region, traffic
congestion, the need for increased capacity, long-range land use
considerations, multi-modal alternatives, and environmental quality.

In addition to its limited purpose statement a fatal flaw of the draft EIS is that it
does not present adequate design alternatives. It merely describes variations on
the same redesign option - five lanes of vehicle traffic in each direction and a
bicycle/pedestrian path directly adjacent to the traffic.

The November 3rd landslide victories in San Francisco, Oakland, Berkeley and
Emeryville, caUing for Caltrans and the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission to study passenger rail service as part of the East Span redesign,                                                                          <
should send a clear message toyour agency that the public wants and needs                                4
more transportation altErnatives.  The lack of identified funding for rail should
not be used as an excuse for ignoring the need to study multi-modal alternatives
for this $1.5 Billion dollar project  With BART currently at capacity during some
peak hours, we need other options right now.  We will certainly need additional
options in 50 years. Please study multi-modal alternatives,  including rail, »  the EIS.

The Bay Area is almady designated as a "non-attainment" air quality region and
was recently ranked 5th in the nation for having the worst traffic. In addition,
one million more people are expected to move here over the next 20 years.  If the
design of the new Bridge does not include multi-modal transportation options,
we can certainly expect even more traffic and air pollution.

The draft EIS discusses local land-use, but does not consider that the design of
the Bay Bridge willlargely govern future building patterns in the Central Valley.                           5
There are already an estimated 100,000 Central Valley commuters who drive
over the SFOBB each day. A Bridge that mainly focuses on moving single
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occupancy vehicles will certainly encourage more sprawl.  On the other hand,
passenger rail, coupled with urban growth boundaries initiated by local

cities                                5and counties in the Central Valley, would allow for clustering future
developments and preserving agriculture. Transportation and land-use cannot Cont.
be separated, and are also tied to food security and the overall quality of life in
the region. Please study long-range land-use in the dra# EIS.

As a concerned dtizen, I am calling on Caltrans to please lead the way and build
the Bay Bridge that California needs and deserves. Moving forward with the
emergency seismic retrofit of the existing East Span will buy the time needed to
do a thorough alternatives analysis of entirely new East Span bridge designs.  In
my opinion, these designs must include multi-modal transportation options and
a world class bicycle and pedestrian path.

6
The new San Francisco Oakland Bay Bridge is the most impomnt transportation
infrastructure project now facing the Bay Area   If s time to go back to #ie
drawing board.   Isuggest an inteniational design competiHon, pubUc polls,  and a
thorough alternatives analysis of the resulting suggestions.  This type of open process
will generate competition and bring forth new options and configurations uiat
could greatly decrease construction costs while also increasing capacity and
transportation security.

I urge you to please correct the Project purpose, pursue public research paths,
and bring forth an entirely new draft EIS that describes viable East Span design
options that will truly serve this region for the next 150 years.

S=,

Debbie Hubsmith, representing my own views, but affiliated with:
Marin County Bicycle Coalition, Board Member
GO GERONIMO, Co-Founder and Membership Coordinator
North Bay Environmental Institute, Education Coordinator
Bay Bridge Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee, Member
Bike the Bridgel Coalition, Member
Marin Cyclists, Member
San Francisco Bicycle Coalition, Member

cc          Governor-elect Gray Davis
Maye)rs: Jerry Brown. Willie Brown, Ken Bukowski. and Shirley Dean
Congressional Representatives: George Miller, Nancy Peloss Anna Eshoo, Barbara Lke,
Tom Lantos. Lynn Woolsey, Peter Stark. Ellen Tauscher, and Tom Campbell
Metropolitan Transportation Commisision
Bay Conservation Development Com™i=ion
Federal Highway Administration
Bay Bridge Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee
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Debbie Hubsmith Letter dated 11/23/1998
Comment 1
Improvements to the existing SFOBB to provide a lifeline crossing are being
implemented as a series of independent projects.  As each of these projects is
completed, bridge users would benefit from seismic safety improvements and specific
lifeline issues would be resolved at those locations.  Each of these projects can be
designed and constructed independent of the other projects and still provide benefits
because the design of one project does not determine or preclude design of the other
projects. These independent projects, including improvements to the West Span, are
addressed in Section 1.3.6- Other SFOBB Seismic Safety Projects.

The Transbay Transit Terminal Project is an independent project for which the CCSF is
conducting environmental review. The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC)
is conducting a study to evaluate potential allocation of toll surcharge funds to the
terminal project. Results of the CCSF and MTC analyses do not influence or change
the need to provide a lifeline crossing on the East Span. The East Span replacement
alternatives would provide a lifeline vehicular access across the East Span. Buses that
use the current terminal, would be provided a seismically safe East Span crossing.

Comment 2
The project Purpose and Need Statement was drafted following FHWA Technical
Advisory T 6640.8, "Guidance Material for the Preparation of Environmental
Documents," and more fully developed with public input received at the MTC Bay

  Bridge Design Task Force and Engineering Design Advisory Panel meetings.  The
Purpose and Need Statement was further refined through a collaborative process
among federal agencies as outlined in the NEPA/404 Integration Memorandum of
Understanding. Consultations conducted among NEPN404 signatory federal agencies
and participating state and regional agencies included discussion of the potential for
project alternatives to accommodate a bicycle/pedestrian path. The resulting need
statement reflects the need to provide a seismically safe vehicular crossing.  The
project purpose recognizes the potential for replacement alternatives to include a
bicycle/pedestrian path. The NEPA/404 process included various alternative selection
criteria, including a requirement that alternatives not preclude a bicycle/pedestrian
path. See Section 2.1.1 - Development of Alternative for more details. MTC (acting
as the Bay Area Toll Authority [BATA]) on June 24, 1998, approved BATA Resolution
No. 10, which included extending the one dollar toll surcharge for 5.5 months to fund a
bicycle/pedestrian path on a replacement bridge.

The BPAC, representing over 40 Bay Area organizations with concerns for
bicycle/pedestrian access, has not revised its recommendation regarding a 4.7-meter
(15.5-foot) wide path on the south side of the eastbound structure. Although complete
consensus may not have been achieved within the BPAC, the recommendation has not
changed.
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Comment 3
The project's Purpose and Need is very specific: to provide a seismically safe
vehicular lifeline connection. Caltrans' focus on seismic safety to the exclusion of
congestion relief was intentional, because Caltrans considers the need for improved
seismic safety in this corridor to be paramount. Because of the project's size, it has led
some members of the regional community to advocate for multiple purposes that
address congestion relief in addition to safety. However, expanding the scope of the
project to include congestion relief would have resulted in lengthy public and agency
debate about how best to implement a congestion relief solution, with the result that the
seismic safety component of the project would have been substantially delayed.
Caltrans anticipates beginning construction of this critical safety project in late 2001.
This would not have been possible if the scope of the project had included congestion
relief.

The SFOBB East Span is and will remain a critical link in the regional transportation
system. This is recognized in the regional transportation planning process conducted
by the MTC. The MTC has recently updated its Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and
the CEQA environmental impact report prepared for the plan.  The RTP addresses the
transportation needs of the nine-county Bay Area region, including regional
implications of local street networks and long-range land use planning. The East Span
Project is included in and is consistent with the RTP. Although the East Span Project is
a seismic safety project, the replacement alternatives include multi-modal components
such as a bicycle/pedestrian path and provision for light rail or high-occupancy vehicle
lanes (HOVs) should the Bay Area choose in the future to fund and/or construct rail or
HOV lanes on the East Span.

Comment 4
A reasonable range of alternatives has been addressed in the EIS (please see Chapter
2 - Project Alternatives). The range of alternatives to be studied was developed
under the NEPA/404 Integration MOU and informed by an extensive public outreach
process (please see Appendix F- NEPA/404 Integration Process).

Please see response to Comment 3 in regard to the project's purpose and need.

In response to requests for a study of passenger rail options in the Bay Bridge corridor,
MTC is currently studying transit service options in the Transbay Corridor, especially
the possibility of rail. Studies already completed by MTC include a long-term capital
and operating cost analysis for various transit options for the Transbay Transit Terminal
and a feasibility analysis of rail on the SFOBB. A study examining the possibility of
non-SFOBB transbay rail crossings will be completed by fall 2002.  The East Span
replacement alternatives would not preclude transit options should the MTC studies
find them feasible and decision-makers choose to fund them as separate future
projects on the SFOBB East Span. Please see Section 2.5 - Accommodation of Multi-
Modal Strategies for information on the studies completed or currently being
conducted by MTC.

The project is consistent with regional air quality planning objectives.  The East Span
Project is a component of MTC's RTP and Transportation Improvement

Program (TIP).             
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                  The RTP and the TIP have
been tested and found to conform to federal regional air

quality mandates. Please see Section 4.4.3 - Air Quality Conformity for a description
of the project's air quality conformity determination.

Comment 5
The East Span Project is consistent with the RTP and would integrate with existing
transportation links to the east and west of the project limits.  The East Span
replacement alternatives also include the provision for rail should the Bay Area
decision-makers choose in the future to fund and construction rail on the East Span.
The projection of land use patterns in the Central Valley is beyond the scope of the
East Span Project.

Comment 6
An emergency seismic retrofit would provide improved seismic safety in the event of a
smaller, more likely earthquake; however, it would not ultimately succeed in buying time
because the existing East Span would still require a more extensive retrofit or
replacement to avoid a collapse in the event of an MCE.  The East Span Project has
benefited from an extensive public outreach process (please see Appendix E -
Consultation and Coordination). Through the MTC Bay Bridge Task Force and its
EDAP, a multi-day workshop was held in which bridge design proposals were
presented and evaluated. Designs were presented by local and international design
proponents. As design options were narrowed through the public process conducted
by the Task Force and its EDAP, public polls sponsored by local newspapers were
conducted. In addition to the Task Force public process, Caltrans distributed

  newsletters, conducted NEPA scoping meetings, a series of public information open
houses, and public hearings when the DEIS was released (see Appendix E).

The evaluation of project alternatives is documented in Chapter 2 Project
Alternatives. A number of alternatives were considered and evaluated.  The
alternatives evaluated included consideration of the design variations consistent with
concepts given wide public consideration through the EIS public process and the Task
Force's design deliberations.

Alternatives carried forward for detailed analysis in the EIS were evaluated using the
criteria for selection developed through the NEPA/404 Integration MOU process (see
Appendix F for an explanation of the NEPA/404 Integration process).
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Greg_Bayol@dot.ca.gov on 11/02/98 07:55:07 AM

CO 
To: nealjn@home.com
cc: SFOBB DIst04/004/Caltrans/CAGov
Subject Re: SFOBB East Span

Your note has been forwarded to the Bay Bridge Environmental document

comment site.

Neal Johnson <nealjn@home.com> on 11/01/98 10:48:23 PM

Please respond to nealjnehome.com

To: Caltrans4/D04/Caltrans/CAGov

CC:

Subject: SFOBB East Span

I prefer the N-6 alignment, the self anchored single tower main span, and

the                                                                                           1
bike & pedestrian walkway.  I also believe that rail on the bridge is

impractical now or in the future, and funds should not be spent for its

accommodation.

I   would   like   to   see the causeway section   to have longer

spans,    and   thus                                                   2fewer

piers. I would like the spans appear more arched, much like seen in this

web
site: http://www.wilsonbridge.com/pa.htm

Neal Johnson
556 La Copita Ct.
San Ramon, CA 94583
nealjn@home.com

San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project FEIS Page  1 -390



Volume 11: Section 1 DEIS Comments and Responses
Neal Johnson  11/1/1998

Neal Johnson Letter dated 11/1/1998

Comment 1
Preference for the Replacement Alternative N-6, self-anchored suspension
design variation is noted.  The East Span replacement alternatives do not
include rail, but would not preclude it if decision-makers in the future choose
to fund and construct rail on the East Span.

Comment 2
Refinements to the skyway spans have been presented to the EDAP at a
series of public meetings. Based on input from the EDAP, the Task Force
has adopted recommendations concerning design of the replacement
alternative structure.  The MTC Task Force did not recommend further study
of arched skyway configurations.  Each of the replacement alternative
designs assumes the configurations recommended by the EDAP. Please
see the list of MTC Task Force recommendations in Appendix E -
Consultation and Coordination.
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Michael Katz <katzjarn@earthlink.net> on 11/23/98 04:58:36 PMdE
To: SFOBB DIst04/004/Caltrans/CAGov

CC:

Subject Bay Bridge Draft EIS comments

Dear Friends,
Below, please find some comments on two sections (2.5.2 and 4.2.2) of the

Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Bay Bridge East Span
Seismic Safety Project.

These comments are keyed to section numbers  in  the DEIS. Relevant  text  from
the DEIS itself is quoted with leading H>" characters, and omitted text is

indicated by "...":

>like this,
>...
>and like this.

So, here are my comments for your consideration:

>2.5.2 Operational Issues
>...

>HOV Lane
>...
>An HOV lane on the SFOBB is likely to adversely impact mobility in the

>Transbay Corridor, compared to the SFOBB facility without an HOV lane.
>During the morning peak period, the existing HOV lanes and metering signals
>at the toll plaza operate together as a system'to ensure that the capacity
>of the five westbound lanes on the SFOBB is maximized.

1The preceding two sentences are barely comprehensible. They apparently
assert that the existing combination of lanes and metering signals
"maximizes" capacity. This may be sound -- but an asserted "maximum" is a
strong assertion that demands support. If the authors have supported this

assertion with detailed (notably, statistical) analysis, I did not find
that analysis in the DEIS.

>Rail
>...
>BART-type trains could not be accommodated on the existing East Span

>structure due to the combined length and weight of vehicles. The design for
>the replacement structure would support lighter types of rail systems. It
>would not, however, be able to support heavier rail such as BART- or

>AMTRAK-type trains.

Caltrans should therefore seriously consider modifying the new East Span's
design to accommodate  such  rail l  Such  accommodations were requested  by
strong majorities of the electorate in four adjacent cities in November,
1999. The Bay Bridge is being rebuilt to provide 150 years of service
across a nationally vital transportation corridor. Building in capacity for
heavy rail would offer many desirable net environmental benefits, which
have not been adequately analyzed in the DEIS. It would be much more
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2
prudent to thoroughly evaluate these options now than to lock ourselves

into the current bridge's lack of heavy-rail capacity. 1 Cont.

>...The LRT [light-rail transit] westbound system could be

>accommodated within one lane and one shoulder, or both shoulders, of a

>replacement East Span.
>

>However, it would need to occupy two travel lanes on the existing West    
              3

>Approach. West Span, YBI viaducts and tunnel, reducing the vehicular

>capacity of the West Span by 40 percent.

Is it really a foregone conclusion that light rail would require the

displacement of more than one lane of vehicle traffic? Could the

displacement be limited to a single lane, through restriping of the

remaining lanes? Has this been evaluated?

>...To maintain or increase the person throughput capacity of the SF
OBB due to

>the loss of vehicle capacity, the LRT system must attract all of the

>displaced person trips (about 33,400 morning peak-period, westbound pers
on

>trips (*2)
>--

>(*2) A Transbay Corridor LRT system with a passenger capacity of 6
,500-7,500 4

>passengers per hour per direction could offset the displaced perso
n trips if

>all train cars were filled to capacity'.

Could a survey of potential users (i.e., current vehicle commuters) be

conducted to estimate how many would choose to ride LRT? If so, the resul
ts

could be used to evaluate the likelihood of attracting the 33,400 displac
ed

person trips [or fewer, with less lane displacement].

>...the LRT system ... must also no
t duplicate service already        

                                   
  

>provided by either AC Transit, BART, or ferries.

The above assumption is patently false. Depending on routing, a new LRT

system could offer vastly more convenient branching and connections than 
do

ferries  or BART. (Ferries' terminals are limited to bayfront locations  that
are relatively far from most East Bay residents' homes. BART is limited by 

             5

the system's existing layout and by the very high cost-per-mile of any

extensions.) More convenient branching/connections could convince many

current vehicle commuters to switch to public transit.

>Future improvements on the other existing modes would also affect new ra
il

>system ridership by providing capacity increases in the corridor. The

>implementation  of  BART' S Advanced Automatic Train Control   (AATC) will allow

>BART 10 increase its capacity to 21.000 passengers during the peak hour.

The scope for improvements in all existing modes is limited:

* AC Transit improvements are limited by worsening congestion on both

freeways and surface roads leading to the Bay Bridge.   
                                6

* BART headways are ultimately limited by tunnel capacity, by off-boardi
ng

times required in downtown San Francisco, and by the persistent

underperformance (with respect to design specifications) of its successi
ve

AATC systems.
* Ferries' attractiveness is limited by the substantial distance between

bayfront terminals and East Bay population centers. For most prospective

riders, this distance will always imply an additional connection on the

East Bay side -- meaning additional travel time, cost, and inconvenience.

>4.2.2 Non-Motorized Traffic: Pedestrians and Bicycles
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>...

>Replacement Alternatives N-2, N-6, and S-4.
>

>Path Accommodation.
>A pedestrian and bicycle path has been incorporated into each replacement

>alternative (see Figure 2-8 in Appendix A). A path on the replacement
>alternatives would be constructed on the south side of the eastbound
structure.
>The path would be 4.7 meters (15.5 feet) wide and 0.3 meter (1 foot)

higher than
>the adjacent travel lanes.

7
The proposed vertical location 0.3 meter (1 foot) higher than vehicle lanes

is an excellent choice. It offers a good compromise among several criteria:
path users' views (provided in both directions through this configuration);
path users' personal safety and security (provided through visibility from
the vehicle lanes); path users' clearance from road debris (provided

through the 10-foot shoulder); and path users' reasonable separation from
noise and headlight glare.

>This configuration was requested by the advisory committee and the MTC.

This statement is not quite accurate. The Bay Bridge Bicycle/Pedestrian
Advisory Committee's (BBBPAC's) first-choice recommendations was for dual

paths -- with one path on the outside edge of each eastern span, and with
each path 1 foot higher than the vehicle lanes. The committee felt that                8

dual paths would offer more and better options for user separation. The
single-path, south-side configuration was actually the advisory committee'e

<                 second choice, and the record should reflect this in the interest of accuracy
>Provision of pedestrian/bicycle access on the East Span would be a
beneficial
>effect.

Absolutely truel

Thank.you very much for considering these comments.

Sincerely yours,

Michael Katz

2835 Buena Vista Way
Berkeley, CA 94708

Tel. (510) 845-6717

<katzjam@earthlink.net>

San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project FEIS Page  1 -394



Volume 11: Section 1 DEIS Comments and Responses
Michael Katz 11/23/1998

Michael Katz Letter dated 11/23/1998

Comment 1
The definition of maximum capacity on the SFOBB is the maximum number of vehicles
that can be accommodated, as determined by the number of lanes, driving speeds,
and driving conditions (e.g., the presence of accidents). Given these factors, the
metering lights regulate the flow of vehicles onto the SFOBB to ensure that free-flow
conditions are maintained.

Vehicular use (AM peak hour, westbound) of the SFOBB is constrained by the metering
lights and the existing high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes at the toll plaza.  The
metering rate is adjusted to meet HOV demand. The remaining capacity is allocated to
mixed-flow use. During the peak hour, HOV demand is higher than the capacity of the
existing HOV lane. Before and after the peak hour, HOV use is less than the capacity
of the lane. Because a future lane would be designated as HOV use only, the unused
capacity could not be used by mixed-flow traffic. Therefore, the excess mixed-flow
demand would result in additional congestion on the approaches to the SFOBB.

Comment 2
Implementation and funding of a rail system on the SFOBB are not part of the East
Span Project. The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) is currently studying
transit service options in the Transbay Corridor, especially the possibility of rail.
Studies already completed by MTC include a long-term capital and operating cost

                    analysis for various transit options for the Transbay Transit Terminal and a feasibility
analysis of rail on the SFOBB. A study examining the possibility of non-SFOBB
transbay rail crossings will be completed by fall 2002.

As part of the feasibility study, a working paper on structural issues of placing rail on
the  SFOBB was prepared in October  1999.   The four rail vehicle types analyzed  in  the

working paper were BART, light rail transit (LRT), commuter rail, and high-speed rail.
The working paper found that rail could be implemented on the SFOBB with structural
modifications to the East Span and major structural changes to the West Span and the
YBI tunnel.  As they are currently being designed by Caltrans, the East Span
replacement alternatives would have the structural capacity to accommodate one
railroad track for LRT or BART on the inside of each deck (north side of eastbound
deck and south side of westbound deck) and four travel lanes with no shoulders.
Additional strengthening beyond the established design criteria would be required if
five travel lanes or rail types with higher live loads are desired. Given the high cost of
making these necessary modifications to the SFOBB (approximately $3 billion) and the
age of the existing West Span, it was decided that other options for a high-capacity
transbay crossing should be evaluated and compared to implementing rail on the
SFOBB. Please see Section 2.5 - Accommodation of Multi-Modal Strategies for
additional details of the studies completed or currently being conducted by MTC.

Comment 3
Please see response to Comment 2 above regarding the ability to maintain five lanes

                             on the East
Span. Currently, there are five 3.5-meter (11.7-foot) travel lanes on  both
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decks of the West Span. There are no shoulders. The cross section of a single
track               for a standard LRT system requires more than 3.5 meters (11.7 feet) of width.  Due to

travel speeds and daily traffic volumes on the SFOBB, it is not possible to restripe the
travel lanes to  less than 3.5 meters (11.7 feet); therefore, two lanes of traffic on  both
decks would have to be displaced to provide LRT on the existing bridge, leaving three
lanes for vehicular traffic in each travel direction on the West Span. Other options
would be to suspend or cantilever rail from the traffic decks. These options would
require significant modifications to the bridge (see Section 2.5 - Accommodation of
Multi-Modal Strategies for more details).

Comment 4
A study of rail ridership is beyond the scope of the East Span Project.  As part of its
feasibility studies, MTC could choose to conduct such a survey if deemed necessary.

Comment 5
A new LRT system would be just one element of the public transit system. LRT service
could potentially provide more convenient access to public transit within the East Bay
and San Francisco; however, a transbay crossing could be redundant with services
already existing in the corridor, such as BART. In order for the public transit system as
a whole to be successful, the new rail system would need to attract new transit users
and not just lure existing transit users away from their current mode of transit.  To
optimize the number of new transit riders, the LRT system must not provide redundant
service to existing systems.

Comment 6
Comment noted. The solution to congestion in the corridor cannot rely on one mode of
transit due to some of the concerns addressed in the comment as well as limited
resources. The local and regional planning processes seek to identify the combination
of projects that would bring the most benefit to the movement of goods and people.

Comment 7
Comment noted. The items mentioned were among the issues factored into
bicycle/pedestrian path design.

Comment 8
The discussion in the FEIS has been revised to mention the two recommendations of
the BPAC (single path on the south side of the eastbound structure and two paths) and
why MTC chose the single path option over the two path design.

Comment 9
Comment noted.
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Please  place  comments  in  the  box  available  at this  public  hearing or mail  ore-mail  comments  on  the  Draft
EIS  by  November  9,1998 to  the  following:

Mail'. Mara Melandry, Environmental Manager E-mail: sfobb.dist04@dotca.gov
Caltrans - SFOBB
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland. CA  94623-0660
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S. D. Louchis Comment Sheet from Walnut Creek Public Hearing                      

Comment 1
Retrofit of the existing structure was evaluated in the DEIS. The Retrofit Existing
Structure Alternative was not identified as the Preferred Alternative because it did not
meet the project purpose to provide a lifeline vehicular crossing following a major
seismic event.

Comment 2
The purpose of the East Span Project is to provide a lifeline crossing between YBI and
the Oakland Touchdown area. Consideration of additional Bay crossings is beyond the
scope of the project. Construction of an additional crossing instead of providing a
lifeline East Span structure would be inconsistent with project purpose and need and
outside the scope of this project. The existing East Span of the SFOBB would still
need to be retrofitted or replaced to prevent collapse in the event of a maximum
credible earthquake (MCE).

MTC will address the need for and feasibility of additional Bay crossings as part of its
Bay Crossing Study, which is expected to be completed by fall 2002 (please see
Section 2.5.2 - MTC SFOBB Rail Feasibility Study). This study will address non-
SFOBB transbay rail crossings, including new tubes for BART, additional or expanded
auto bridges and enhancements to existing transbay transit sources such as BART,
transbay buses, and ferries.

Comment 3
Caltrans does not own the ramps; the ramps are owned by the Navy. The project does
not include changes to the ramps except for the eastbound on-ramp which must be
demolished and replaced due to conflicts with a replacement structure.  The East Span
Project does not preclude a future project to improve or replace the existing ramps.
Caltrans and the CCSF are working to identify ramp design concepts that meet
highway design standards and criteria and are acceptable to the CCSF,. A project to
improve the ramps would have its own purpose and need and subject to separate
environmental compliance.

However, the East Span replacement alternatives include reconstruction of one ramp,
the eastbound on-ramp, which would need to be dismantled and rebuilt to
accommodate the new bridge structure.

Comment 4
Provision of a bicycle/pedestrian path does not change or impact the project purpose
of providing a lifeline vehicular connection between YBI and the Oakland Touchdown
area.  The path was included in the description of the replacement alternatives as an
amenity component of the structure per Senate Bill 60, which allows  MTC to extend the
toll surcharge to pay for amenities.  The path was also included based on requests
from the Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee and MTC's commitment to fund the
path.
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                  Comment 5
The replacement East Span would be designed with inside and outside shoulders in
both directions. The shoulders would be 3 meters (10 feet) wide. The shoulders would
be used for disabled vehicles. The retrofit alternative does not include the addition of
shoulders on the existing East Span.
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John Maybury Letter dated 9/25/1998

Comment 1
Support for a replacement structure with a bicycle/pedestrian path and
accommodation for rail is noted.

San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project FEIS Page  1 -401



Volume 11: Section 1 DEIS Comments and Responses
Stacey McCahan Comment Sheet from San Francisco Public Hearing

              Comments on Draft EIS
 T- :'      9  

Name: Stece-u \.4 c CcLI/\a ,1
.%*., 2.*t.:, 1,0*i     J
EASI. SPANAddress:   510 5-   4 avt 04.   acze·Qpt. 14&#pry

City: F)aL[c (an of    State:  CA      Zip: Ch/(AOR      (15(15(92
DATE

32   '&»  Inuck  «pose cl•pl2   4404  -140   will  '9(-=:   ht{,     Pc«
ut\   444       f) 1„'POki     A€.u.)   Spin.       -l.10.J-e-Ue   F,   IrARL    co fl'00 5

4.5 -A·0 LJAM 43-e \O,la 944 7 s COC Ele,1 BA...1-ke 61:01.·«-3

s de  (54. 4/W  k,1.d,8( ' *TE*  Ouk).Fop. 41*  1 C,itiAn
S.1 ;71/      '19  -10-(  vy·,AF    i e·n ,«i a.v\A  d.An r>Je     peKK rynG

Lon  0\:<t h f     „r   \0, e , A  r    <crnss 4/ke   k>r.,a. 0 +,·r   plfq.sor·e
J

woor, ick'    0..p·» cA eutsl   44-4     ..,Arl A|    r JA  <<.    ut,e(*3r   +   u'Trtz s

»18.Wd      .«Pl.fli ..1 c.
CL< 90131' 04   he q. Fil    +64  +Le.    &7,)7%   81-04    4                                    1

-lt,te spon Rs morA u.),AA'.2.< -1,1,\our +1".4, norq/In ni,bh,
<4 417,9, .0 1-1,1 /1     e Mp/:le     cla*"tst,rt,O F    CLA"&3,6,4-*  411'-

-t/AnK      bi cly-ltiff 4- pe €*r &,1,1 r     ...'ko       uor>,1 1 3     U.8(

..h-<    hy./1 (    01)e-¥u Jtl-    ra-(r,   ar   , 1",,ke  .   P,)rl4,Q™or< /
33 ' w   a..1 Sf>   hec-r,k  +··ka.+  .Sin (t)+    r.pke r    pA I 1, ) 40 46
U Doll In< hlt,uon 4.rck sti  4.4-e  S;set'A*1  -S,67.f

Bi -FLe <Pir\.A·e'-r,; Caa_*ths helcuzloos
C™,1-i An'aw S   .9(·1    , 25&«     0.  41-(2    61 ice    »:4-la

 U'4.*      C.IM < Ir/.a-(-  a-  toike 0614  04  4,15   U-99h 2
6.12(.t.   05 +74   c ©kp 0•61    /\94.3   .<-0,A-  ...._J.

-Tha-k   i peo \c,AA MA
Please  place comments in the box available at this BDI lic hearing or mail or e-mail comments on the  Draft
EIS by November 9,1998 to the following:

Mail:     Mara Melandry, Environmental Manager E-mail: sfobb.dist04@dot.ca.gov
Caltrans - SFOBB
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94623-0660
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Stacey McCahan Comment Sheet from San Francisco Public Hearing

Comment 1
Bicycle/pedestrian facility designs were evaluated as part of a collaborative effort
between Caltrans, MTC, and BPAC. Alternative configurations and features for the
facility were discussed and analyzed based on user preferences and technical input
though a series of workshops. A final recommendation was made by MTC that a single
path on the south side should be included in the replacement bridge designs. (Section
2.7.9 - Design Variations Considered of the FEIS). Other design alternatives have
been withdrawn from further consideration.

Users of the bicycle/pedestrian path would be exposed to the elements to various
degrees, depending on the time of day and season. Wind speeds up to 130 kilometers
per hour (80 miles per hour) have been measured in the Bay Area during heavy storms.
Meteorological conditions would not necessarily be worse on a bicycle/pedestrian path
that is located on the south side of the bridge. There are no practical means of
eliminating user exposure to meteorological conditions.

Regional air pollutant levels (such as ozone) would be the same regardless of path
location. A localized carbon monoxide analysis was conducted for the proposed path.
The analysis showed that there would be no violations of federal or state carbon
monoxide standards.

                 Comment 2Please see response to Comment 1 above.
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Please place commenta In  tho box available at this public hearing or mail or e-mail comments on the  Draft
EIS by November 9,1998 to the following:

Mail:      Mara Melandry, Environmental Manager E-mait sfobb.dist04@dot.cagov
Ca/trans-SFOBB
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA  94623-0660
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Clement Okoh Comment Sheet from Oakland Public Hearing

Comment 1
MTC has conducted an open process to consider design of the replacement
alternatives. A three-day public workshop was conducted  in  May  1997 at which
individuals and design firms presented design concepts for a replacement bridge.
Design refinements would continue through final design of the approved alternative;
however, design competitions are not planned.
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Please place comments In the box available at this public hearing or mall or e-mall comments on the Draft
EIS by November 9,1998 to the following:

Mail:      Mara Melandry, Environmental Manager E-mail: sfobb.dist04@dot.ca.gov
Caltrans - SFOBB
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA  94623-0660
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Michele Radcliffe Comment Sheet from San Francisco Public Hearing
Transcript

Comment 1
Preference for a suspension-type bridge is noted. A number of bridge types were
evaluated by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) Bay Bridge Design
Task Force Engineering and Design Advisory Panel (EDAP) based on seismic
performance, aesthetic considerations, ability to construct the bridge within the
expedited construction schedule, and the possible location of a bicycle/pedestrian
path. Suspension bridge designs, such as the spans constructed for the Golden Gate
Bridge and the West Span of the SFOBB, were not carried forward in design studies
(please see Appendix E- Consultation and Coordination for a description of the EDAP
process).
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Please place comments in the box available at this public hearing or mail or e-mall comments on the Draft
EIS by November 9,1998 to the following:

Mail:     Mara Melandry, Environmental Manager E-mail: sfobb.dist04@dot.ca.gov
Caltrans - SFOBB
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland. CA  94623-0660
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Joan Ross Comment Sheet from San Francisco Public Hearing

Comment 1
Recommendation to exclude heavy rail from replacement alternatives is
noted.

Comment 2
Arches for the skyway section were previously evaluated by MTC and the
Engineering and Design Advisory Panel (EDAP), but were not recommended
for further study. Please see Appendix E- Consultation and Coordination
for a description of the recommendations made by the MTC Task Force and
EDAP.
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Derek Shuman <dshuman@glip.net> on 11/29/98 08:44:01 PM

Please respond to dshuman@slip.net

To: Mara Melandry/004/Caltrans/CAGov
CC: ba-bridge-access@cycling.org

Subject SFOBB EAST SPAN COMMMENTS

Derek Sl=tan
1442A Walnut St.

apt #240
Berkeley, CA 94709
November 25, 1998

Ms. Mara Melandry
SFOBB Seismic Safety Project
DEIS/SE public comments receiver

Dear Ms. Melandry:

These are my comments concerning the SFOBB East Span Seismic Safety
Project DEIS/Statutory Exemption (DEIS/SE). They are several days late because
insufficient time was allotted for the public to read the DEIS, think about
what is missing, what needs to be studied, to perform research regarding the
comments, and to write a clear and unambiguous set of comments. The 45 days
plus 2 week extension is a miniscule amount of time compared to overall
project life of 150 years, and the environmental effects would be felt perhaps

even longer than that. This is because the stated purpose of the East Span
Seismic Safety Project is entirely too narrow to account for its true
environmental impact,  that  of a facility that will define  Bay Area
transportation patterns for the next 150 years and perhaps beyond. A project            
of such scope would have a public comment period much longer than the current
59 days. Members of the public do not get paid to spend the time necessary to
make informed comments, and must integrate the doing of this into their
already busy lives.  The 59 day comment period is entirely insufficient for
the study of such a significant project, and I found I could not finish in
time.   This is easily a violation of NEPA which  is a process intended  to
guarantee the public' s full participation in assessing the environmezital
impacts of significant actions. As such, I am asking that these comments be
entered into the record of  public comments for the SFOBB East Span Seismic
Safety Project DEIS/SE. Furthermore, I wish to make additional comments and
may do so in the near future, and I wish these to be entered into the public
record as well. Thank you for your consideration.
-Derek Shuman

BEGIN COMMENTS:

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Statutory Exemption (DEIS/SE) for the

Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project is insufficient for the following
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reasons:

1. THE PROJECT PURPOSE OF PROVIDING A LIFELINE TRANSPORTATION CONNECTION IS
TOO LIMITED IN SCOPE TO AVOID THE POSSIBILITY OF SIGNIFICANT AND SUBSTANTIAL
ENVIRONMENTAL DEGRADATION THAT WOULD OTHERWISE BE AVOIDED BY ADOPTLNG THE MORE
COMPREHENSIVE SCOPE OF DESIGNING THE REPLACEMENT OR POSSIBLY RETROFIT BRIDGE
IN ACCORDANCE WITH A LONG RANGE REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN THAT WOULD
ATTEMPT TO MAKE PREDICTIONS AS FAR INTO THE FUTURE  AS THE BRIDGE IS DESIGNED
TO SURVIVE.

The East Span replacement is being built to last 150 years. Over one
billion dollars will be spent to retrofit or replace it for the purpose of
sustaining and being usable immediately after a maximum credible earthquake.
The project purpose is too narrow in scope to avoid significant and
substantial environmental degradation that would otherwise be avoided by
having a more comprehensive scope. The East Span is an integral link in the
transbay transportation corridor which includes Interstate   580,   the  West   Span
of the Bay Bridge, the Transbay Terminal, and cannot be considered as a
separate entity.

Automobile congestion is at an unacceptable level presently and is               2
projected to increase 250% in the next 20 years, according to MTC. The BART
Transbay Tube is near capacity. Ferries are not time effective commute
alternatives for the majority of travelers. There is a significant and highly
likely chance that the proposed option will not meet the transportation needs

of the growing Bay Area in the near future. If and when it becomes clear that
this is the case, there will be a several year period before a new bridge or
other transportation structure or system, such as another BART Transbay tube
can be funded and built. During this period, massive automobile and BART
congestion is likely to occur with a significant negative environmental
impact. Secondly, when the above said transportation structure/system which
would address the region's transportation problems is built, it is highly
likely that there will be significant and unavoidable environmental costs with
its construction. Building two bridges would obviously have more negative
environmental consequences than building a single bridge. Therefore, it is

highly likely that the above-mentioned environmental degradation can be
minimized by designing the currently proposed new East Span, or if possible,
retrofitting the existing East Span in a manner to be capable of addressing
the long term future transportation needs of the region. The cost for this

expansion of scope could be the delay of the completion of the full retrofit
or replacement to lifeline standards. The probable impact of this delay should
be estimated in order to ascertain whether or not the here suggested expansion

of project purpose and scope is warranted. USGS has predicted a 28% chance
that an MCE would occur in the next 20-30 years on the Hayward fault. A San
Andreas fault MCE has the much lower occurrance probability of 2% over the
next 30 years. These being the only two major earthquake producing faults that
would affect the areas around the Bay Bridge, it is obvious that only an MCE
on the Hayward fault might necessitate a reduced project scope in order to
achieve seismic safety. The 28% chance within 20-30 years of an Hayward based
MCE occurring is approximately 1-1.5% per year at this time, though of course
the chances go up as time goes on without the occurrence of a major event. It
is a combination of this probability and resulting severity of impact on the
Bay Area due to loss of lifeline status, both environmentally, socially, and
economically, which must be weighed against the probability of significant
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environmental, social, and economic damage occurring by not designing the
bridge to meet the transportation needs of the long-term future.

2.  THE  DEIS/SE IS INSUFFICIENT  IN  THAT NO SUBSTANTIAL STUDIES  OF HOW  THE
BRIDGE WOULD PERFORM AS A LIFELINE LINK, AND HOW IMPORTANT A LIFELINE LINK IS
FOR AN MCE THAT HAS A SIGNIFICANT CHANCE OF OCCURRING IN THE NEXT 20-30 YEARS

The East Span replacement options are being designed to 1500 year ground
motion occurrences, which is sound design philosophy. Thus, replacement
options would have a high likelihood of meeting lifeline status. The lifeline
status may well be necessary to preserve over the life of the bridge, in order
to withstand seismic events on the San Andreas or other faults which will

highly impact San Francisco and the Peninsula. However, An MCE on the San
Andreas or other nearby faults have very low probabilities over the next 20-30
years. These events, not being imminent, mean there   is   time to

consider                                                     3rescoping the project purpose to meet the transportation needs of the long
term future without putting these areas at significant risk. What is not clear
is how important lifeline status is for an MCE an the Hayward fault which is
the only major seismic event possibility that has an immediate need to be

prepared for, with regards to the Bay Bridge. With regards to the above need
for probability estimates to be made in order to ascertain whether or not an
expanded project purpose is warranted, an emergency plan showing the degree of

functionality and importance a lifeline connection between San Francisco and
Oakland would be needs to be performed. The DEIS/SE states that no detailed

studies were performed, and presents no simplified scenarios that support the
need for lifeline status maintenance with regards to an Hayward MCE. Without
knowing the both the annual probabilities for worst-case scenarios of the
various options to occur withstand an MCE with predicted loss of lifeline
status, and the degreee to which the Bay Area would be affected, a
cost/benefit analysis cannot be adequately performed.

3. ENVIRONMENTAL DEGRADATION RESULTING FROM THE ELIMINATION OF HEAVY RAIL

                  CAPACITY OF THE CURRENT BAY BRIDGE IS NOT ADDRESSEDThe existing East Span has the capability of accommodating heavy
passenger rail, such as AMTRAK Superliners, as these cars are not
significantly heavier than those that used to run on the East Span. In
addition, high speed rail car/track systems are not projected to weigh more
than Superliners, making them a possible addition to the East Span. Without

knowing the estimated probabilities as mentioned in argument 1, it cannot be
discounted that there may be a significant probability that the current East
Span will be fully functional until the end of its useful life.                         4

The SFOBB East Span Seismic Safety Project purpose is insufficient in
that the replacement options for the Bridge do not include the rail capability
that now exists on the current East Span. The current East Span is still

capable of carrying the 145,000 1b rail cars that formerly traveled across the
Span as part of the Key System. AMTRAK Superliners weigh a similar amount and
passenger rail and could travel across the existing Span, if rails were
reinstalled. The Bay Bridge carried more passengers across the  Bay that is

currently capable, by a large percentage. Key System trains were capable of
headways less than 60 seconds. The Bay Area is increasing in population and
will continue to do so in the near and far future. Over 100,000 people commute
into the Bay Area from the Central Valley, a long and wasteful automobile
commute. Passenger rail would serve this population well and could
significantly reduce congestion, and air pollution which ironically blows
eastward back into the Central Valley. The need for increased transbay
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transportation capacity over that which is currently possible with the
existing Bay Bridge or with the replacement options proposed for this Seismic

Safety Project is highly likely, and cannot be discounted. The Bay Bridge East
Span could be refitted with rails to provide this additional capability. The
replacement spans will not have this capability and thus rail retrofits to
accommodate light rail will not have the ability to provide the substantial
additional passenger capacity. Light rail trains must be kept short and cannot          4

be built substantially strong enough to run at high speeds. They are not Cont.likely to present commuters with a time advantage over such a distance. The
attraction of rail versus other transportation mode will depend on its ability
to move people across the Bay at a speed sufficient to keep travel times
comfortably short.

4.   THE STATED PURPOSE OF MAINTAINING LIFELINE STATUS FOLLOWING A MAXIMUM
CREDIBLE EARTHQUAKE HAS NOT BEEN JUSTIFIED ON ENVIRONMENTAL GROUNDS

The existing bridge can be retrofitted to withstand an MCE without

catastrophic failure. This will prevent major loss of life in an MCE. The loss
of lifeline status will have negative economic impact on the Bay Area and may

involve further loss of life. However, a bridge which does not meet the
transportation needs of the region also has a negative economic impact, and
loss of life associated with it. Congestion, lack of efficient non-polluting             
transportation means, lost time, and other effects all take their toll on
people   with the result that' shorter lifespans, higher incidences   of
respiratory diseases result in loss of life over time. Time spent in
congestion has a negative effect on the productivity of the region with

resulting economic impact. The DEIS/SE is insufficient in that makes no
attempt to quantify and compare loss of life and economic impact from loss of
lifeline status versus insufficient capacity bridge design.

5.   THE DEIS/STATUTORY EXEMPTION PROJECT PURPOSE STATES THAT SIGNIFICANT
HUMAN LIFE AND ECONOMIC LOSSES WILL OCCUR IF THE BRIDGE IS NOT USABLE
IMMEDIATELY AFTER AN MCE. THE DEIS/SE DOES NOT CONTAIN SUPPORTING ARGUMENTS
FOR THIS. PROBABILITIES FOR VARIOUS EARTHQUAKE SCENARIOS AND PLANS TO PROVIDE                              
RELIEF AND ALTERNATIVE

According to USGS, there is a 28% chance of the Hayward fault rupturing
to produce an MCE in the next 20-30 years. By  contrast, there is only a 2%
chance the San Andreas fault will rupture in the next 30 years. An MCE on the
Hayward fault is expected to cause mainly moderate shaking in San Francisco
and the Peninsula, with only a small amount of violent shaking near San
Francisco's east shore. Correspondingly, only moderate shaking is predicted
east of the East Bay Hills. Thus it is the East Bay which is most in need of
immediate seismic safety for the next half century. There are major hospitals
and emergency relief supply centers east of the East Bay Hills, which are               6
connected by land routes that can be opened quickly in emergencies. There are
air ambulances for those special cases of injuries that could require
time-critical patient transfer across the Bay in order to preserve life and
limb. There are alternative land routes for supplies and heavy equipment to
and from affected sites with the main. Public access can be limited to these
alternative land routes, making longer transit  time to affec ed sites their

only drawback. In the event of an MCE, a seismically streng-nened bridge would
remain operable immediately afterward, and a determination of unsultability
for travel would not be possible without inspection. This inspection cannot be

conducted immediately and thus allows time to clear the bridge in an orderly
and safe fashion, with negligible loss of life. Thus, major loss of life
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associated with loss of lifeline status in a next Hayward MCE is not expected
to occur, only with immediate bridge failure. This failure can be av6ided with          6
the retrofit option. The DEIS/SE claims that large loss of life from loss of
lifeline status will occur, yet it does not provide supporting data.

1 Cont.

6.  THE REPLACEMENT SPAN OPTIONS PRESENT OPPORTUNITIES FOR CREATING ADDTIONAL
VEHICLE TRAVEL LANES, AT LOW COST. THE DEIS/SE MUST ADDRESS THE EFFECT OF
POTENTIAL USE CHANGE OF THE SHOULDERS TO VEHICLE TRAVEL LANES. The proposed
replacement options have the of potentially increasing vehicular capacity over
the five lanes proposed. This is because there is no mandate in either the
Streets and Highways Code nor in the Vehicle Code to bring the bridge up to

current highway design standards. Thus the travel lanes could be narrowed and
the two shoulders on each deck could be converted to additional motor vehicle
lanes. It is less likely they would be converted to light rail (due to light            7

raills speed disadvantage) or to additional bicycle/pedestrian travel, due to
high noise levels. The DEIS/SE is insufficient is that it does not study the
environmental ef fects of shoulder conversion to additional motor vehicle   use.
In addition, the wider lane width proposed may serve to increase the speed of
traffic on the Bridge with the possible result that more traffic congestion at
the Central Freeway bottleneck may result. This should also be studied.

7. THE BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN STUDY IS INSUFFICIENT IN THAT NO LONG RANGE
PROJECTIONS FOR POTENTIAL USAGE OVER THE LIFE TO THE BRIDGE ARE GIVEN.
The Bicycle and Pedestrian Study is correct in making assumptions that the
path will eventually span the entire bridge and that projections for usage
should be based on this assumption.  Considering  that  in only 30 years,
bicycle usage in Europe has undergone a dramatic increase, there is a
significant possibility that in the next 150 years, bicycle usage will

<                  parallel that of Germany, Netherlands, and Denmark. This is because the Bay
Area has urban population densities that are approaching the urban areas in
these countries, the weather for cycling is better than these areas, air

pollution is becoming more visible and there is an increasing trend of
non-attainment for minimum air quality standards. Given that 30% of all trips
are made by bicycle in the Netherlands , 20% in Denmark, and 12% in Germany,
(source: Pucher, J., Bicycling Boom in Germany, Transportation Quarterly, vol.
51, num. 4 Full 1997) it is not unlikely that this type of usage can occur
here in the Bay Area, in a time frame well within the useful life of a
replacement   span. The majority of bicycle trips   made for commuting, shopping
and recreation are of a length substantially shorter than a typical transbay             8
bicycle trip would be, yet, the Bicycle and Pedestrian Study fails to
recognize that the attraction of directly viewing and experiencing the Bay

would be a major attraction to both bicycle commuters and recreational riders
alike. Given this attraction, it is likely that a significant percentage of
transbay trips, perhaps over 10% would eventually be made by bicycle. Assuming
500,000 people crossing the Bay each day this would result in 50,000 bicycle

trips per day, or more. Given that auto congestion is projected to increase by
250% and the Bay Area continues to grow in population by 700,000 people per
year, it is likely these bicycle trip percentages will occur in the next 20-30
years. Thus, if this magnitude of bicycle transbay trips is to be encouraged,
as is desired by the California State Legislature according to the California
vehicle Code section 30112 section d, the replacement options must include
bicycle capacity which will accommodate this usage, or be designed to allow
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easy retrofit. The most cost effective and productive way would be to design
it into the East Span at this time.

8.  THE DEIS/STATUTORY EXEMPTION  IS  INADEQUATE  IN  THAT  IT  DOES NOT CONSIDER
ALTERNATIVE DESIGNS FOR THE BICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN PATH THAT WOULD MITIGATE THE
HIGH NOISE LEVELS FROM AUTO AND TRUCK TRAFFIC ADJACENT TO THE PROPOSED PATH.

The proposed path design calls for a path to be located one foot higher
than the roadway deck, with path users in fully exposed to passing motorists,
similar to the Golden Gate Bridge sidewalks. An alternative design was
proposed to BBBPAC which located the pathway level several feet lower than the

roadway deck, far enough to allow the impact barrier to block the line-of
sight from path users eyes to the headlights of motor vehicles. This                    9
below-deck design promised substantial reductions in noise levels to path
users. In addition, it  would eliminate headlight glare in westbound path
users eyes, and could also promise reduced levels of pollution. It also
presented less obstruction of motorist's views of the Bay, by locating path
users and the edge railing out of sight from passing motorists. The
Engineering Design and Advisory Panel (EDAP) recognized  these merits and
recommended to  MTC on June 9,1998 that MTC choose a path width and vertical

level (with respect  to the roadway) that would assure the safety and comfort
of  the path users.  As  such, The Bicycle and Pedestrian Study performed  for
this DEIS is in error when it states that EDAP endotsed the proposed path

design  calling for a path located one foot above the roadway level. EDAP did 10
not make this recommendation. It was made by CALTRANS and MTC at a joint staff
meeting on June 17,1998. The choice was made to recommend a path one foot
above the roadway deck design, 15.5 ft wide which would "assure the safety and
convenience" of the path users. Comfort was not addressed by this
recommendation, although the BBBPAC also called for a comfortable path design
in its statement of design goals. It is the CALTRANS/MTC design which was

approved   by   BATA,    not   EDAP' s recommendation. The DEIS/Statutory Exemption   is
deficient in that it does not state why the below-deck alternative was not
fully considered as an alternative design for the path. The alternative was
presented to BBFPAC soon after the January 17, 1997 BEBPAC meeting by myself,
after showing at that meeting cross-sectional drawings showing the
insufficiency of at-deck and 2 ft below deck options in providing motorist
view of the pathway for percieved security reasons. These drawings also showed
headlight glare would be present in path users eyes, should the path have
counterflow traffic. In early March, a scale drawing of such a below deck path
that would mitigate noise, headlight glare, and preserve motorist views was
placed on my website: http://www.slip.net/-dshuman and everyone involved was
informed of this. The drawings remain at this site. CALTRANS refused to                 1 1

perform a preliminary design and cost study to determine its cost relative to
a design located level with the roadway deck. CALTRANS did perform noise
studies, including a "shadow zone measurement that might simulate the noise
reduction a below-deck path would offer, in response to requests from the
BBBPAC, yet these noise levels were not shared with the committee until after
it made its recommendations for path design and location. Instead, a CALTRANS
environmental engineer, Victor Zeuzum made a rough estimate of 65-70 dBA
expected noise levels for the path and this estimate was given to the BBBPAC.
The noise levels measured by CALTRANS and cited in the DEIS/Statutory
Exemption as being representative of expected noise levels on the proposed
path are 90-91 daA. They are far in excess of the estimate that was given to
the BBBPAC. The Noise and Vibration Study for this DEIS/SE, released Sept
21,1998, on page 4-17 says: "A noise level of this magnitude (approximately 90
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dBA Leq) is the OSHA criteria threshold for permanent hearing damage for long
exposure periods. Conversation at this noise level is difficult, and the
typical person' s reaction to this noise level is to try to avoid the noise".
On page 6-13 of this report, under Abatement of Noise to Non-Motorists on the
SFOBB the report states: "Measurements indicate that noise levels immediately

adjacent to the traveled lanes of the SPOBB are far above acceptable levels             11
for conversation and a feeling of well-being". Thus the BEBPAC was misinformed
as to the true magnitude of the expected noise on the proposed path and could Cont.
not make a sufficiently informed decision. CALTRANS's initial reaction to the
below deck path option was that it would  cost substantially more than an
equivalent path at deck level, and that they would not build it (from: an
email correspondence of 11/2/1998 from Victoria Eisen, BBBPAC chair). There
was at this time, no preliminary design for Buch a depressed path. Without

formulating a design that can be costed, this claim of substantially higher
cost cannot be justified.  CALTRANS's refusal to perform a preliminary design
for the below deck path that could be costed thus left the BBBPAC and EDAP
with insufficient information to make a  fully informed decision.

The effect of high noise levels on the path are clearly stated in the
DEIS/Statutory Exemption, Noise and Vibration Study, rev 3. as quoted above.
Though the special noise measurements made for the purpose of evaluating the
noise levels pedestrians and bicyclists  may encounter on a replacement span
path suffer from being made  closer to traffic than the path will be located,
and reflected sound'from the upper bridge deck contributes to the overall
high noise levels, these are still the best measurements that exist for
predicting noise levels on a replacement span path. They are consistent with
measurements made by myself using a Radio Shack sound level meter along
Interstate I-80 near the University Ave. exit. At this location, a better
simulation of freeway noise exists (better than the current east span)  on a
path located to the side of a replacement span can be found, according to
Brian Maroney, CALTRANS project head for the East Span replacement.  These
measurements were made  approximately 12 ft from the right travel lane edge. 12
The lack of reflective or other noise sources more accurately simulates the

conditions that will be found on a replacement span. Measurements showed an
arithmetic average of 86 dBA. The concrete impact barrier present at this
location allows simulation of "shadow zone" measurements as made in the noise
study to evaluate the potential noise reduction a below deck path location
would offer.  Noise measured at a point 1.5-2 ft below the top of the concrete
barrier showed and average noise level of 69 dBA. This 17 dBA reduction is
well over a difference of 12 dRAn that the Noise and Vibration Report terms a
"substantial differenceN. The smooth asphalt surface on I-80 at this location,

however reduces noise by 3-5 dBA compared to the concrete deck that is
proposed for the replacement span, so the noise levels cited in the Noise and
Vibration study, though of different character on a replacement span, would
not be significantly different in average  noise level (Leq = 90 dBA)

9.     THE  nEIS/SE IS INSUFFICIENT  IN THAT OTHER NOISE CHARACTERISTICS OTHER  THAN

Leq ARE NOT EVALUATED WITH REGARD TO TRAFFIC NOISE LEVELS ON THE
BICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN PATH Average noise level is not appropriate measure of

psychological annoyance when noise levels have a significant degree of level
variance over short periods  o f time. Noise impulsiveness generated by closely 13
passing vehicles moving at high speed has a significant adverse effect on
comfort   for users, along   with high average   noise   levels.    This   impulsiveness
should be measured and estimated and the effects on path user's comfort
assessed.
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10. THE DEIS/SE IS INSUFFICIENT IN THAT NO CAPACITY OR LEVEL-OF-SERVICE (LOS)
ESTIMATIONS ARE GIVEN FOR THE PROPOSED BICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN PATHWAY

Given that no estimates for path users are given in the DEIS/SE that
project future bicycle/pedestrian usage over the life of the bridge, and that
the usage estimates given in the bicycle/pedestrian  fail to quantitatively
estimate path usage, no level-of-service estimates can be made for the path

with such limited data. For the bicycle/pedestrian path to fulfill its
potential to attract large percentages of  transbay travel, and to be 14
considered a cost effective use of public money, level of service estimates
projected over time must be made, using  the best available science. Such a
method for level of service has been formulated (Botma, Method to Determine
Level of Service for Bicycle Paths and Pedestrian-Bicycle Paths,
Transportation Research Record #1506) and should be used unless better methods
have supplanted it.

11.  GIVEN THE ABOVE ARGUMENTS, THE LEVEL (WITH RESPECT  TO THE ROADWAY) AND THE

WIDTH  OF THE BICYCLE/PEDESTRIAN PATH SHOULD BE LISTED IN THE DEIS/SE UNDER               15SECTION 6, UNRESOLVED ISSUES AND CONTROVERSY.

12. The DEIS/SE IS IN VIOLATION OF NEPA SECTION 404, INTEGRATION PROCESS, AS THE 8BBPAC
WAS NOT CONSULTED IN DETERMINING SUFFICIENCY OF THE PROJECT PURPOSE

The BBBPAC should have been Invited to take part in the NEPA/404 Integration Process, the initial process in
which official bodies comment on whether the "project purpose"·and  declaration of need" are adequate.  The 16
bicycle/pedestrian path has the potenual to make significant reductions in congestion and air pollution over many
years, as such it can be argued that it is an essential feature of the bridge,  not just an 'amenlty'.   The  Integration
Process would provide the opportunity for consideration of this argument.
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Derek Shuman Letter dated 11/29/1998

Comment 1
Your comments have been entered in the public record and responded to.  40 CFR
1506.10 establishes a period of not less than 45 days for the return of comments on a
draft EIS. As noted, the circulation period exceeded this requirement.

Comment 2
The project's Purpose and Need is very specific: to provide a seismically safe
vehicular lifeline connection. Caltrans' focus on seismic safety to the exclusion of
congestion relief was intentional, because Caltrans considers the need for improved
seismic safety in this corridor to be paramount. Because of the project's size, it has led
some members of the regional community to advocate for multiple purposes that
address congestion relief in addition to safety. However, expanding the scope of the
project to include congestion relief would have resulted in lengthy public and agency
debate about how best to implement a congestion relief solution, with the result that the
seismic safety component of the project would have been substantially delayed.
Caltrans anticipates beginning construction  of this critical safety project  in  late 2001.
This would not have been possible if the scope of the project had included congestion
relief.

The SFOBB East Span is and will remain a critical link in the regional transportation
system. This is recognized in the regional transportation planning process conducted

                 by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC).  MTC has recently updated its
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the CEQA environmental impact report
prepared for the plan.  The RTP addresses the transportation needs of the nine-county
Bay Area region, including regional implications of local street networks and long-range
land use planning.  The East Span Project is included in and is consistent with the RTP.

Comment 3
Please see Section 1.2.1 Lifeline Connection for more details regarding the
connection.

On the basis of research conducted since the  1989 Loma Prieta earthquake,  U.S.
Geological Survey (USGS) and other scientists conclude that there is a seventy percent
probability of at least one magnitude 6.7 or greater quake, capable of causing
widespread damage, striking the San Francisco Bay region before 2030:  An MCE on
either the San Andreas or Hayward fault would be expected to inflict far greater
damage to the SFOBB than the bridge experienced from the  1989 Loma Prieta
earthquake.  This is due to the potential for the epicenter of an event on either the San
Andreas or Hayward fault to be nearer the bridge, as well as the expected greater
magnitude of the MCE compared with that of the Loma Prieta earthquake (magnitude
7.1).

1 U.S. Geological Survey, Major Quake Likely to Strike Between 2000 and 2030, U.S. Geological Survey
Fact Sheet 152-99,1999.
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                  The
lifeline designation represents Caltrans' intention to use the SFOBB to provide a

high level of post-earthquake transportation service. An actual plan for lifeline post-
earthquake use of the bridge has not been developed because the use would be
determined by the needs created by the specific seismic event. However, as identified
in Section 1.2.1 of the FEIS, the SFOBB would serve several important lifeline functions
following an MCE on either the San Andreas or Hayward fault.  It can be anticipated
that the structure would be used to transport heavy equipment, such as cranes and
bulldozers, to work sites. The structure would also be used to distribute supplies from
the San Francisco and Oakland ports to recovery centers. Automobile and bus transit
traffic would likely be banned from the SFOBB initially so as not to interfere with
emergency response. It would then would be restored on the SFOBB East Span as
feasible.  As a lifeline vehicular bridge, the SFOBB East Span would have the flexibility
to move equipment and goods during post-earthquake recovery that cannot be
accommodated by Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) and ferry service.

Comment 4
Implementation and funding of a rail system on the SFOBB are not part of the East
Span Project. Please see response to Comment 2 regarding why congestion relief is
not part of the project purpose and need.  MTC is currently studying transit service
options in the Transbay Corridor, especially the possibility of rail. Studies already
completed by MTC include a long-term capital and operating cost analysis for various
transit options for the Transbay Transit Terminal and a feasibility analysis of rail on the
SFOBB. A study examining the possibility of non-SFOBB transbay rail crossings will be
completed  by fall 2002.

As part of the feasibility study, a working paper on structural issues of placing rail on
the SFOBB was prepared in October 1999.  The four rail vehicle types analyzed in the
working paper were BART, light-rail transit (LRT), commuter rail, and high-speed rail.
The working paper found that, rail could be implemented on the SFOBB with structural
modifications to the East Span and major structural changes to the West Span and the
YBI tunnel.  As they are currently being designed by Caltrans, the East Span
replacement alternatives would have the structural capacity to accommodate one
railroad track for LRT or BART on the inside of each deck (north side of eastbound
deck and south side of westbound deck) and four travel lanes with no shoulders.
Additional strengthening beyond the established design criteria would be required if
five travel lanes or rail types with higher live loads are desired. Given the high cost of
making necessary modifications to the SFOBB (approximately $3 billion) and the age of
the existing West Span, it was decided that other options for a high-capacity transbay
crossing should be evaluated and compared to implementing rail on the SFOBB.
Please see Section 2.5- Accommodation of Multi-Modal Strategies for additional
details of the studies completed or currently being conducted by MTC.

Comment 5
As stated in the comment, the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative could withstand an
MCE, but would not provide a lifeline connection consistent with the project purpose.
The existing structure would require post-earthquake repair that could result in the
bridge being closed for a lengthy period of time.  As a result, the bridge would not be

                 able
to provide emergency relief access and could result in significant economic
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impacts on the Bay Area. The project purpose calls for the provision of a lifeline
connection between YBI and the Oakland Touchdown area.

The SFOBB is and will remain a critical link in the transportation system.  This is
recognized in the regional transportation planning process conducted by MTC.  MTC
recently updated its RTP and the CEQA environmental impact report prepared for the
plan.  The RTP addresses the transportation needs of the nine-county Bay Area region,
including long-range land use planning. The East Span is included in and is consistent
with the RTP.

MTC will address the need for and feasibility of additional transportation capacity in the
Transbay Corridor as part of its Bay Crossing Study. This study will address non-
transbay crossings, including new tubes for rail or BART, additional or expanded auto
bridges and enhancements to existing transbay transit services, including BART,
transbay buses, and ferries (please see Section 2.5.2 - MTC SFOBB Rail Feasibility
Study). The Bay Crossing Study, in combination with the East Span Project, will allow
for both consideration of a lifeline connection and future traffic congestion reductions.

Comment 6
The retrofitted bridge would probably experience substantial damage and could result
in the loss of life. The potential for loss of life to occur is stated in Section 1.2.1 -
Lifeline Connection. The comment assumes that people on the bridge would not be
impacted by the potential collapse of the existing span in the event of a design
earthquake. Partial collapse  in  1989 of the existing  East Span resulted  in the  loss of
life.  Collapse of the East Span as a result of an earthquake could result in considerable            loss of life, particularly if it occurred during peak commute hours when approximately
12,500 people are using the bridge per hour.

Comment 7
In accordance with current safety standards, new highway structures are designed to
have 3.0-meter (10-foot) inside and outside shoulders for facilities with three or more
lanes per direction and 3.6-meter (12-foot) travel lanes. See Section 1.2.3 - Current
Roadway Design Standards for further information. Caltrans does not intend to convert
shoulders to additional travel lanes in the future. The number of lanes proposed for the
replacement alternatives is consistent with the existing cross section and provides for a
logical transition to the YBI tunnel. Existing speed limits would be maintained, and
vehicle speed is not expected to increase.

Should any future reconfiguration of the East Span cross section be proposed  (e.g.,  to
install light-rail transit), MTC would need to program funds for the conversion in the
Transportation Improvement Program and a separate environmental review would need
to be conducted.

Comment 8
Section 1.2.4 of the Pedestrian and Bicycle Study addresses the potential demand for
bicycle travel on the East Span. The evaluation includes a comparison of bicycle use
on other Bay Area bridges and a discussion of the factors influencing bicycle use,
including distance. The section states that most bicycle and walking trips are

relatively           
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short compared to auto or transit trips.  It also notes that the distance between the East
Span bicycle/pedestrian facility and origins/destinations in the East Bay and San
Francisco would impact use of the facility by bicyclists/pedestrians of different abilities.

The replacement alternatives include a 4.7-meter (15.5-foot) bicycle/pedestrian path on
the south side of the.eastbound structure. Any future widening of the path to provide
additional pathway capacity would need to be undertaken by MTC and would require
separate funding and environmental review.

Comment 9
The bicycle/pedestrian facility designs were evaluated as part of a collaborative effort
between Caltrans, MTC, and BPAC. The bicycle/pedestrian path design included in
the replacement alternatives was one of the recommendations made by the BPAC.
The BPAC screened path design variations in developing its recommendations.  The
screening process used environmental technical information available at the time and
benefited from the input of technical specialists and potential path users.  The
screening process considered the trade-offs of differing effects such as the views,
noise levels, user convenience, and potential cost, among other factors in developing a
recommendation. Although differences among members of the cycling community
concerning the design of the bicycle/pedestrian path have been stated, and complete
consensus may not have been achieved within the BPAC, its recommendations have
not changed.

Issues considered by the BPAC in making its recommendations to the EDAP and Task

 
Force included trade-offs of noise and visual screening by a lowered path compared to
the security concern that path users be visible to motorists and accessible to
emergency vehicles using the roadway shoulders.

In addition, an air quality analysis consistent with the Clean Air Act and its amendments
was conducted for the proposed bicycle path. The analysis showed that there would
be no violation of federal or state carbon monoxide (a localized pollutant) standards
with the elevated path.

Comment 10
See response to Comment 9 in regard to path selection.

Comment 11
Noise levels for bicycle/pedestrian path users were estimated by Caltrans at 82-84

dBA Leq. This noise level is typical of being in a busy restaurant or in the kitchen with a
garbage disposal running and requires shouting to be heard at 1 meter (3.3 feet); most
people would perceive the noise as being loud. Two cyclists riding single-file would
have difficulty communicating by shouting. The U.S. Occupational Safety & Health
Administration (OSHA) has established a health-based criteria of exposure for eight
hours to noise levels of 90 dBA. This level was selected to prevent hearing damage in
most individuals who are subjected to the noise level for a 40-hour work week over ten
years. Because noise levels on the bridge would be lower than the OSHA standard
and people would be subjected to it for a period much shorter than the eight-hour
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period assumed for the standard, exposure to typical noise levels on the bridge
would             not cause permanent incremental hearing damage.

Also, Caltrans performed a noise study of the bicycle path adjacent to Route 24
between Orinda and Lafayette in Contra Costa County. Noise readings of 82 dBA were
measured, approximately the same level that is expected for the path on the East
Span.  Therefore, East Span path users should expect to have similar noise conditions
to those experienced by bicycle path users on Route 24.

Comment 12
Comment noted. A summary of the information from the FEIS is presented in Comment
11 above.

Comment 13
For the purpose of evaluating traffic noise, the Leq noise metric is a good indicator of
the level of annoyance likely to be experienced by non-motorist users of the SFOBB.
The level of annoyance adjacent to the travel lanes of the SFOBB would be high; traffic
noise would interfere with speech and, as stated in the Noise and Vibration Study,
would not be conducive to a feeling of well-being.

In a relatively quiet environment where cyclists and pedestrians are not expecting loud
traffic noise such as a truck passing by, these noise levels could startle an individual,
resulting in possible loss of balance or control of a bicycle. Because bridge riders
would be experiencing steady elevated noise levels and trucks frequently passing by,
this is not anticipated to be a substantial safety concern to bridge riders.

Comment 14
The capacity of walkways is based on the relationship among speed, density, and
volume of pedestrians. Most pedestrians would have their walking speed restricted if
the combination of pedestrian volumes and walkway geometrics offered less than 0.56
square meters/pedestrian (6 square feet/pedestrian).  In this situation, the flow rate
would be less than 82 pedestrians/minute/meter of width (25 pedestrians/minute/foot of
width).2 Therefore, the maximum flow rate for the proposed East Span
bicycle/pedestrian facility, with all pedestrian traffic, is about 375 pedestrians/minute.

There is a limited amount of information regarding the capacity of bicycle facilities.  The
Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) reported two-way high volumes for a two-lane bicycle
facility as 500-2,000 bicycles per hour.3 The capacity of the East Span
bicycle/pedestrian facility would also be impacted by environmental conditions, skill
and familiarity of cyclists, and specific geometric features of the facility.

The capacity of the East Span bicycle/pedestrian facility when used by pedestrians,
bicyclists and other non-motorized users would vary depending on the mix of users.  It
is important to note that the capacity of the facility does not indicate what level of

2  Highway Capacity Manual - Third Edition, Transportation Research Board, 1994.

3 ibid·

San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project FEIS Page  1 -422



Volume 1 1: Section 1 DEIS Comments and Responses
Derek Shuman  11/29/1998

'                   demand the facility would likely generate, although the HCM notes that the facility
V- should "provide sufficient capacity to allow good-to-excellent operating conditions if

they are to be successful in encouraging bike use."

Comment 15
The replacement alternatives include the bicycle/pedestrian path approved by MTC
based on input from the BPAC. Although consensus may not have been achieved
within the BPAC, its recommendations have not changed.  For this reason, the issue of
path width and level is not considered an unresolved issue.

Comment 16
The project Purpose and Need Statement was drafted following FHWA Technical
Advisory T 6640.8, 'Guidance Material for the Preparation of Environmental
Documents," and more fully developed with public input received at the MTC Bay
Bridge Design Task Force and Engineering Design Advisory Panel meetings.  The
Purpose and Need Statement was further refined through a collaborative process
among federal agencies as outlined in the NEPA/404 Integration Memorandum of
Understanding.  As part of the NEPA/404 process, concurrence is required from only
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Marine Fisheries Service, U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers, and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Other federal, state, and
regional agencies are invited to participate in meetings if they have regulatory and
permitting obligations for the project. This process was developed to integrate and
comply with NEPA and Clean Water Act requirements.  It is implemented pursuant to a
regional Memorandum of Understanding among transportation and resource agencies.

                   It is not intended to replace the public scoping process required by NEPA.  The
NEPA/404 process was formally initiated following publication in the Federal Register of
a Notice of Intent to prepare an environmental impact statement, pursuant to NEPA,
public scoping meetings conducted jointly with the Task Force, and numerous
meetings of the Task Force and EDAP.  Each of these events provided opportunities for
public input concerning the project purpose and need.
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               Comments on Draft EIS
-                                                                                                        LE LU  :,; 
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Please  placecomments  In the boxavailable atthis publichearing ormailore-mail comments onthe  Draft
EIS by November 9, 1998 tothe following:

Mail:     Mara Melandry, Environmental Manager E-mail: sfobb.dist04@dot.ca.gov
Caltrans - SFOBB
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA  94623-0660
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Tony Simoni Comment Sheet from Vallejo Public Hearing

Comment 1
Preference for inclusion of a bicycle/pedestrian path in the replacement alternatives is
noted.
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Please place comments in the box available at this public hearing or mail ore-mail comments on the Draft
EIS by November 9, 1998 to the following:

Mail:     Mara Melandry. Environmental Manager E-mail: sfobb.dist04@dot.ca.gov
Caltrans - SFOBB
P.O.  Box 23660
Oakland, CA  94623-0660
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Jim Stallman Comment Sheet #1 from San Francisco Public
Hearing

Comment 1
Potential for recycling of existing East Span components will be considered.
Initial investigations indicate low recycling value for steel components due to
alloy and presence of lead-based paint. In addition, reusing portions of the
bridge would be difficult and costly, since the bridge would have to be
dismantled and reassembled at a new site.

Comment 2
In response to requests for a study of passenger rail options in the Bay
Bridge corridor, MTC is currently studying transit service options in the
Transbay Corridor, especially the possibility of rail. Studies already
completed by MTC include a long-term capital and operating cost analysis
for various transit options for the Transbay Transit Terminal and a feasibility
analysis of rail on the SFOBB. A study examining the possibility of non-
SFOBB transbay rail crossings will be completed  by fall 2002.   The East
Span replacement alternatives would not preclude rail should these studies
find rail feasible and decision-makers choose to fund and construct a rail
system as a separate future project on the SFOBB East Span. See Section
2.5 - Accommodation of Multi-Modal Strategies in the FEIS for additional
details of the studies completed or currently being conducted by MTC.

Comment 3
The expansion of AC Transit service is addressed in its Comprehensive
Service Plan. Although provision of supplemental bus service may be
considered during the construction period to help minimize traffic-related
impacts, Caltrans does not propose to purchase buses for transbay
operation.

Comment 4
MTC will receive a copy of this letter as part of the FEIS.
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Please place comments in the box available at this public hearing or mail or e-mail comments on the Draft

EIS by November 9,1998 to the following:

Mail:     Mara Melandry, Environmental Manager E-mai/: sfobb.dist04@dot.cagov
Ca/trans - SFOBB
P.O. Box 23660
Oak/and. CA 94623-0660
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                 Jim Stallman Comment Sheet #2 from San Francisco Public Hearing

Comment 1
The replacement alternatives include a bicycle/pedestrian path on the south side of the
eastbound structure of the new bridge. The Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative does
not include a bicycle/pedestrian path.  It is Caltrans' intention to open a replacement
East Span to non-vehicular and vehicular traffic simultaneously. The westbound traffic
lanes would open first followed by the eastbound traffic lanes and path at the same
time.  Planning for the Oakland Touchdown area Gateway Park would include
consideration of a Bay Trail extension to link with a replacement alternative's
bicycle/pedestrian path. Because the Gateway Park construction cannot be completed
until replacement alternative roadway detours are removed and construction areas on
the southern side of the new structure are vacated, exact timing of the Bay Trail
extension implementation is not known.

Comment 2
Design of the bicycle/pedestrian path has been a cooperative process among
Caltrans, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, and members of the Bay Bridge
Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory Committee. It would meet all bicycle facility standards,
however there are no practical means of attenuating noise.

Comment 3
Project alternatives have been assessed for potential to accommodate planned and

  proposed pathway connections. Caltrans and MTC are currently preparing a feasibility
study for a bicycle/pedestrian path on the West Span and a connection around YBI to a
path on a replacement East Span. The study is expected to be completed by May
2001.  The path on the East Span would be able to accommodate connections to a
possible West Span path.  The Bay Trail would connect with the East Span structure
from West Oakland along a bikeway adjacent to 1-80 to be provided by Caltrans under
the requirements of BCDC Permit 11-93.

Comment 4
Senate Bill 60 allowed MTC to extend the period of toll surcharges on the seven Bay
Area State-owned bridges to allow for the cost of certain amenities, including a
bicycle/pedestrian path on the East Span. Assembly Bill 2038 amended Senate Bill 60
to also allow for toll surcharges to be used for a path on the West Span.  So far, MTC
has only approved funds for an East Span path. MTC (acting as the Bay Area Toll
Authority [BATA]) on June 24, 1998, approved BATA Resolution No. 10, which included
extending the one dollar toll surcharge for 5.5 months to fund a bicycle/pedestrian path
on a replacement bridge.

Comment 5
Although a study to determine the feasibility of extending the replacement alternatives'
bicycle/pedestrian path is not complete (please see response to Comment 3 above),
previous conceptual studies by Caltrans presented to the Task Force anticipated that a
path or bike lane connection on YBI would be routed around the tunnel to reach the
SFOBB West Viaduct.  The path would not preclude any connection options to a future
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path on the West Span. Extension of a bicycle/pedestrian path
beyond the East Span               terminus at YBI would be addressed as a separate project with its own environmental

compliance process if MTC approves the expenditure of toll funds for such a facility.

The implementation of the Bay Trail extension westward to the end of the Oakland
Touchdown area is a condition of BCDC Permit 11-93 for the 1-880/Cypress Freeway
Replacement Project and would be implemented pursuant to the conditions of that
permit. The design of the bicycle/pedestrian path for any replacement alternative
would accommodate connection to the Bay Trail extension.

Comment 6
For all replacement alternatives, permanent lighting would be integrated in railings
along both sides of the path with additional lighting at all belvederes.

There would  be five belvederes on the skyway 12 meters (39 feet)  long  by 1.2 meters
(4 feet) wide and one or two belvederes on the main span measuring 20 meters (66
feet) long by 1.2 meters (4 feet) wide. The belvederes can be used as rest or viewing
areas and as turnarounds. Call boxes would be located at the belvederes and every
160 meters (525 feet) between the belvederes on the southern rail of the path.
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Richard Stowe <r_stowe@yahoo. com> on 11/09/98 03:42:54 PMd#
To: SFOBB Dist04/004/Caltrans/CAGov

CC: sfobb@trm)(3.dotca.gov

Subject

Richard Stowe
27979 Baker Lane
Los Altos Hills, CA 94022

Harry Yahata, District 4 Director

Mara Malandry, Environmental Manager
East Span Seismic Safety Project
Caltrans District 4 - SFOBB
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94623-0660

               Summary Section-Accomodation of Multi Modal Services

Comments on Draft EIS - East Span Seismic Safety Study

Sections 2.5/2.5.1/2.5.2/2.5.3

Dear Mr. Yahata and Ms. Malandry:

The sections of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement I have

reviewed are grossly insufficient.  These inadequacies are an attempt
to camouflage the obvious inadequacies of the Span Replacement design
itself.  These inadequacies center around staff's flouting of a
majority of the Commissioners and the  public's will by only designing
the Bridge replacement strong enough to accomodate light rail when                     1
intercity rail exists in close·proximity to both sides of the Bay
Bridge. Furthermore, Caltrans has announced its intention to
compromise Transbay Terminal which will diminish potential rail
capacity on the Bay Bridge.

Background

I participated in the NEPA scoping process in the spring and summer of
1997.  At this time I and other citizen representatives strongly urged
the Metropolitan Transportation Commission Bay Bridge Design Task
Force to design the Bay Bridge replacement span to be structurally

strong enough to accomodate electrified intercity passenger rail                        2
similar to what Caltrain has recently proposed in its Rapid Rail

Study. The intention of these requests was to create a link via the
Bay Bridge between the Peninsula and Capitol Corridors in order to
create one seamless electrified rail corridor. Investing in our rail

corridors will have significant environmental mitigation benefit.

Missing from this review is the safety benefits that will accrue from

reintroducing rail to the Bay Bridge. Earlier when rail ran on the Bay                 3
Bridge seventeen years passed before there was an accident.
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Electrified rail will reduce pollutants into the Bay.  This was also                    3
not discussed

1 Cont.
Finally, rail replacement of highway lanes creates at least six times
the capacity on lane per lane basis.

14
Sincerely,

Richard Stowe

DO YOU YAH001?

Get your free @yahoo.com address at http://mail.yahoo.com
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  Richard Stowe letter 11/9/1998

Comment 1
Implementation and funding of a rail system on the SFOBB is not part of the East Span
Project. The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) is currently studying
transit service options in the Transbay Corridor, especially the possibility of rail.
Studies already completed by MTC include a long-term capital and operating cost
analysis for various transit options for the Transbay Transit Terminal and a feasibility
analysis of rail on the SFOBB. A study examining the possibility of non-SFOBB
transbay rail crossings will be completed by fall 2002. See Section 2.5 -
Accommodation of Multi-Modal Strategies for additional details of the studies being
conducted by MTC.

As part of the feasibility study, a working paper on structural issues of placing rail on
the  SFOBB was prepared in October  1999.   The four rail vehicle types analyzed  in  the
working paper were BART, light-rail transit (LRT), commuter rail, and high-speed rail.
The working paper found that rail could be implemented on the SFOBB with structural
modifications to the East Span and major structural changes to the West Span and the
YBI tunnel.  As they are currently being designed by Caltrans, the East Span
replacement alternatives would have the structural capacity to accommodate one
railroad track for LRT or BART on the inside of each deck (north side of eastbound
deck and south side of westbound deck) and four travel lanes with no shoulders.

 
five travel lanes or rail types with higher live loads are desired. Given the high cost of
Additional strengthening beyond the established design criteria would be required if

making necessary modifications to the SFOBB (approximately $3 billion) and the age of
the existing West Span, it was decided that other options for a high-capacity transbay
crossing should be evaluated and compared to implementing rail on the SFOBB.

The Transbay Transit Terminal Project is an independent project for which the CCSF is
conducting environmental review. Results of the CCSF analyses do not change the
need to provide a lifeline vehicular crossing on the East Span. A future Transbay
Transit Terminal does not impact the implementation of the East Span Project.

Comment 2
Please see response to Comment 1 above.

Comment 3
Analysis, implementation, and funding of a rail system on the SFOBB are not part of the
East Span Project.

Section 2.5 of the EIS is limited to a conceptual discussion of the operational, funding,
and institutional issues related to rail on the SFOBB. Because operation of rail transit
was not part of the description of alternatives, the requested safety analysis and
discussion of water quality benefits have not been prepared.  It is likely that a safety
analysis would be required as part of consideration by future decision-makers of the
benefits of installing rail on the East Span.
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Comment 4
A rail system might increase the passenger throughput of the SFOBB if the system is
able to attract all the displaced person trips previously made by car in addition to new
passengers; however, an increase in capacity is not part of the East Span Project.

The project's Purpose and Need is very specific: to provide a seismically safe
vehicular lifeline connection. Caltrans' focus on seismic safety to the exclusion of
congestion relief, such as rail, was intentional, because Caltrans considers the need for
improved seismic safety in this corridor to be paramount. Because of the project's
size, it led some members of the regional community to advocate for multiple purposes
that address congestion relief in addition to safety. However, expanding the scope of
the project to include congestion relief would have resulted in lengthy public and
agency debate about how best to implement a congestion relief solution, with the result
that the seismic safety component of the project would have been substantially
delayed. Caltrans anticipates beginning construction of this critical safety project in
late 2001. This would not have been possible if the scope of the project had included
congestion relief.
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Richard Stowe <r_stowe@yahoo.com> on 11/23/98 09:40:10 PMdf
To: sfobb@trmx3.dot.ca.gov
CC: SFOBB Dist04/D04/Caltrans/CAGov
Subject Comments on Draft EIS

Richard Stowe
27979 Baker Lane
Los Altos Hills, CA 94022
(650) 949-1014
r_stowe@yahoo.com

Harry Yahata, District 4 Director
Mara Malandry, Environmental Manager
East Span Seismic Safety Project
Caltrans District 4 ? SFOBB
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Comments on Draft EIS ? East Span Seismic Safety Study

                Summary Section ? Accommodation of Multi Modal Services
Sections 2.5/ 2.5.1/ 2.5.2/ 2.5.3

Dear Mr. Yahata and Ms. Malandry:

The sections of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement I have

reviewed are grossly insufficient.  These inadequacies are an attempt
to camouflage the obvious inadequacies of the Span Replacement Design

itself.  These inadequacies revolve around staff?s unwillingness to
design the Eastern Span in conformance with the original design

parameters of the San Francisco- Oakland Bay Bridge, hereinafter                      1
referred to as the SFOBB or to accommodate the public?s desire to
ensure that the Eastern Span?s structural capacity is strong enough to

accommodate electrified intercity rail.  Unfortunately, the Multi
Modal Strategy section does not objectively review Multi Modal Project
alternatives.  It instead presents frontal attacks, negative diatribes

and affronting arguments as to why these projects should not be
pursued at this time.

The original design as described in Section 2.5.1 (Historical
Background) included integrating infrastructure to accommodate
passenger rail service. The Key System outlasted its competitors
Sacramento Northern and Interurban Electric by seventeen years.     'But
even in 1957 when the Interstate Highway System was being touted as
great leap forward,    the Key System,    in   the year before its demise,
carried more passengers (17,000) across the SFOBB on a daily basis
than the system that replaced it, AC Transit, does today (13,000- -

section 3.2.2). If one assumes that AC Transit?s recent announcement
to increase service by twenty-five percent garners a corresponding
increase in passengers (13,000 plus 3250) AC Transit bus service over
the SFOBB will still not equal the Key System?s ridership in 1957.
Section  2 .5.1  does not provide an annual chart with average  rail
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ridership on the Bay Bridge.  It also does not provide information as               2to what the Key System (as well as the other two rail operators) hours Cont.of operation were.

Section 2.5.2 does not have a substantive comparative analysis of the
environmental impacts or the passenger potential of the two
alternatives covered, HOV lanes and rail or the

no-change-in-capacity-project being aggressively pursued by MTC staff.
In other words, what are the relative potential cost and benefits of

these two project alternatives? For example, increases in AC Transit
fleet utilizing the SFOBB will be accompanied by increases in diesel

particulates (PM 10).  The California Environmental Protection Agency
has recognized these particulates as carcin6genic and increased

particulate run off will adversely effect the health of the Bay.
Increases in diesel-operated ferry service will have the same effect.
The no-change-in-capacity-project will create no change in Methyl
Tertiary Butyl Ether levels that are encumber the health of our Bay                 3
and other Bay Area water resources. The environmental benefits of
electrified rail alternative over the SFOBB are also not discussed.
Each  car  and  bus, and their attendant carcinogenic emissions,   that  no
longer crosses the SFOBB is a major benefit of implementing
electrified passenger rail service over the SFOBB. Rail

electrification is a desirable and feasible goal and it is certainly
more practical than electrifying other transport modes. Furthermore,
electrified rail is a method of abating noise leveld.  Increasing
capacity and electrification of our rail corridors need to be top
priorities of the Metropolitan Transportation Commission.

In Section 2.5.3 as in Section 2.5.2 the conclusion drawn is that "the
East Span project does not create any additional obstacles to
implementing a rail project?in the Transbay Corridor in the future."

As discussed in Section 3.2.2 BART already has an established corridor
across the Bay - the Transbay Tube. Muni operates a light rail system
within the City, but not outside the City. .There is no light rail
system in the East Bay.  However, the Peninsula and the Capitol Rail
Corridors are proximate to both ends of the SFOBB.  This fact is an
egregious omission in this rail alternative discussion because the

East Span is not being structurally designed to accommodate any sort
of use of these highly underutilized rail corridors. In fact, for the
past couple of years the Peninsula Joint Powers Board has been
struggling to establish a vision for the direction Caltrain?s future
growth. Last year the Peninsula Joint Powers Board aspired to
terminate its operation in the basement of the Transbay Terminal.
This year they are considering undertaking maintenance projects plus a
generalized facelift and possible electrification of their 76-mile
corridor. Utilizing the upper deck of the Transbay Terminal and the
SFOBB to allow the Peninsula Corridor to reach Emeryville and Jack
London square on the Capitol Corridor would greatly enhance the

opportunity for increased levels of ridership in excess of the
Peninsula Joint Powers Board?s most optimistic future passenger
projections for Caltrain.

The Multi Modal Strategy section does not examine the potential
environmental and financial impacts of future alternatives to

returning rail to the SFOBB such as building a second Transbay Tube.

The Multi Modal Strategy section does not examine Amtrak?s Emeryville
Station potential as an intermodal transit station because it does not

acknowledge the possibility of joining these two rail corridors via
the SFOBB.
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This East Span project is billed as a Seismic Safety Project.
However, there are other types of safety considerations when
evaluating modal alternatives.  Absent from the Multi Modal Strategies                5
section is a modal comparison of accident rates. It is interesting to
note that for the first seventeen years of operation of the Key System
there was not a single rail accident on the SFOBB (compare this to the
automobile crash that recently shut down the entire lower deck for
over two hours).

The Multi Modal Strategy section does not address the potential
increases of capacity on the SFOBB by introducing modal alternatives.
Unknown to the reader is how many extra people could potentially cross
the SFOBB during peak commute hours as a result of implementing
passenger rail service. Utilizing the upper deck of the Transbay
Terminal for rail and two tracks across the lower deck of the SPOBB                   6could increase capacity six to nine times over the traffic lanes
removed (depending on whether those tracks used two or three lanes).
The Multi Modal Strategy section instead biases the capacity
discussion by defining the rail alternative in terms of its vehicular
capacity reduction potential.  The reader is led to infer that this is
a negative and therefore the rail alternative appears less attractive.

The Multi Modal Strategy section does not address the potential
benefit passenger rail on the SFOBB could have on the BART system.
Although BART is a highly regarded subway system, compared with other
subway systems BART has a relatively low passenger per track mileage                  7
ratio. New rail riders drawn to the Peninsula and Capitol Corridors

               via the SPOBB may also be potential passengers transferring to BART.
The Multi Modal Strategy section also does not address our region?s
aging population and their future need for coherent and seamless
public transit.  A SFOBB link of the Peninsula and Capitol Rail                       8
Corrido;s would be a first step in establishing these corridors as a
trunk line for our many public transit systems stretching from
Monterey County to the Truckee - Lake Tahoe region.

The Multi Modal Strategy section does not address the potential for
cyclists to board rail passenger service on the SFOBB. Section 3.2.2
notes that the Caltrans Bicycle Shuttle carries approximately SO to 65
cyclists a day across the SFOBB. If the popularity of the Caltrain
bicycle program (which boards over 2000 cyclists daily) is used as a
benchmark, cyclists will be drawn in droves to rail passenger service                 9
on the SFOBB, especially   if a "bicyclist first" boarding policy  is
established. Bicyclists (and pedestrians not dependent on motorized
transit) who ingress and egress rail passenger lines have the least
environmental impact of all rail riders.

Finally, the Multi Modal Strategy section does not address the
potential for returning rail onto the SFOBB to serve as a measure to
mitigate the energy consumption impacts of the construction of the new
East Span referred to in the indirect energy analysis (Section 4.13).The lower energy costs associated with transporting passengers by rail 10
could offset or "payback" the actual energy consumption costs
associated with the project.

On November 3, 1998 voters overwhelmingly approved initiatives
promoting rail on the SFOBB.  Returning rail to the SFOBB is just                       11plain common sense issue to two-thirds of voters in San Francisco,
Oakland, Berkeley and Emeryville.  Most, who are old enough to
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remember the Key System, believe it was a mistake to remove rail
passenger service from the SFOBB in the first place. One of the
themes Governor-elect Gray Davis campaigned on was protecting

California?s environment.  His opponent, who was soundly defeated,
California?s Attorney General Dan Lungren showed little concern for
the environment in his campaign themes.  California?s reliance and

dependence on the automobile has adversely affected the air quality of
our State?s great cities, polluted our precious waters (wait to the

next drought- it will arrive once again), allowed for developers to                      11
produce housing tracts and other development that have maimed
productive farmlands and devastated our indigenous wildlife. Cont.
Californians, especially Bay Area residents, value the quality of our
environment.  Many of us would be happy not to view the automobile as

an appendage of our citizenry. Building a convenient rail transit
system and redirecting growth along those rail corridors is the most

realistic method to disconnect our dependence to the automobile and
still provide our citizenry with reasonable mobility. Inclusion of
standard gauge rail project that connects the Peninsula and Capitol

corridors on the SFOBB between the two most densely populated counties
in Northern California is a pragmatic and logical transportation
investment that will be attuned to the enlightened instincts of Bay

Area citizens and prominent elected officials.

Sincerely

Richard Stowe

DO YOU YAHOOI?
Get your free ®yahoo.com address at http://mail.yahoo.com
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  Richard Stowe letter dated 11/23/1998

Comment 1
Section 2.5 - Accommodation of Multi-Modal Strategies of the DEIS is a conceptual
discussion of the operational, funding, and institutional issues related to rail and high-
occupancy vehicles (HOVs) on the SFOBB. The Metropolitan Transportation
Commission (MTC) is currently studying the feasibility of rail on the bridge, including
structural issues. Please see the response to Comment 1 of your e-mail dated
11/9/1998 and revised Section 2.5 in the FEIS that summarizes the results of the MTC
studies.

Comment 2
Section 2.5.1 - Historical Background was limited to a summary description of the Key
System rail service to provide historical context for the consideration of future rail
service in the Transbay Corridor.

Comment 3
Analysis of a rail system on the SFOBB is not part of the East Span Project.  The
purpose of the East Span Project is to provide a lifeline vehicular crossing. Please see
response to Comment 4 of your e-mail dated 11/9/1998 regarding the project purpose
and need and congestion relief.

                  See response
to Comment 1 above.

Comment 4

Comment 5
Please see response to Comment 3 of your e-mail dated 11/W1998.

Comment 6
Analysis of rail capacity and usage is beyond the scope of the East Span Project.
Please see response to Comment 1 above.

Comment 7
Estimation of the diversion of passengers from BART to a rail service on the East Span
and prediction of corridor-to-corridor transfer rates are beyond the scope of the
project's multi-modal evaluation. Travel demand forecasting of this type would be the
subject of a regional or corridor-wide transportation investment study. Concerning
diversion of trips from BART and other established transit services, the multi-modal
evaluation estimates that rail or HOV on the East Span would not contribute to
congestion reduction if only riders of existing transit services changed their modal
choice.

Comment 8
MTC prepares a Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) that is used as the planning tool
for determining the transportation needs of the nine-county Bay Area region.  The East
Span is and will remain a critical link in the regional transportation system.  The East

 
Span Project is consistent with the RTP.
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Comment 9
Bicyclists using transit to pass through the Transbay Corridor would continue to have
rail access via BART. AC Transit also provides transbay bicycle transport services.
Operation of possible future rail service, including how bicyclists would use rail, is
unknown at this time.

Comment  10
The energy impact assessment did not include the construction of rail in the definition
of alternatives. Cost estimates were not prepared to install and operate a rail system
on the East Span replacement alternatives because rail service is not part of the
seismic safety project.  It is not known if the additional construction costs for rail
facilities and infrastructure and operations costs would change the energy pay-back
period.

Comment 11
Request for construction of rail on the SFOBB is noted. Implementation and funding of
a rail system on the SFOBB is not part of the East Span Project. Please see response
to Comment 1 regarding MTC's efforts to evaluate the feasibility of rail.
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rswierk@socrates.berkeley.edu on 10/20/98 06:05:16 PMrap
To: SFOBB DIst04/004/Caltrans/CAGov

CC:

SubJect Comments on Draft EIS

To whom it may concern:

I am writing to commend the Metropolitan Transportation Commission on
their decision to recommend a bicycle/pedestrian path for the new East
Span.  However, I would like to express my extreme displeasure with the

terminology which has been used in describing this path -- specifically,
calling the path an "amenity,p similar to the suspension tower which has

also been recommended.  This wording appears in the Fall 1998 edition of
"East Span News,U and was also used by Steve Heminger in a talk given on

the UC Berkeley campus earlier this month.                               
               1

Calling the proposed pedestrian/bicycle path an "amenity" belittles its --- 

importance, implying that automobile lapeS '81  the bridge   are a necessity        /
while bicycle or pedestrian lanes  are (i fr*1:1&1 The proposed path should     /
be considered in the same light as the GEER'design features of the     ·..J
bridge, eg automobile lanes and shoulders. I would like to see the

wordings in the final EIS changed to reflect this reality.

I realize that it the MTC may not have originated the practice of calling
the path an "amenity" and that it may have originated with Caltrans or the

state legislation authorizing the expenditure of money for these           -
retrofits, but I believe the EIS should not mimic this mistake.

I would appreciate a response to this concern.  Thank you.

Robert Swierk
Masters student, Departments of Transportation Engineering and City &
Regional Planning
University of California at Berkeley
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Robert Swierk Letter dated 10/20/1998

Comment 1
The use of the term "amenity" to describe the bicycle/pedestrian path is taken from
Senate Bill 60 language to describe features of the replacement alternatives that would
be funded from toll surcharge revenues.  The use of the term 'amenity" in the FEIS has
been limited to the discussion of provisions made by Senate Bill 60.  It does not refer to
the potential usefulness of the facility.

San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project FEIS Page 1-442

-.



Volume 11: Section 1 DEIS Comments and Responses
Autumn Wagner Comment Sheet from San Francisco Public Hearing

               Comments on Draft EIS I/'ll""./ 
Name:       Awfu**   1*)RA WA< EAST SUN
Address: 12,-1 >-  IEBY 1 W.2*wl 0'04-#(--' · - " Sili,a ,1,< ,FITY .2 .

City:SA V. 62 a.6, ex state:  04--         Zip:  444€f   -    tof<,1 i,f
DATE

0j 04282   \JIliv     k)A,    Ak  L                        a-*.8 

</91/02 -    3" -  #MAh   *+UN d»                           10-      U(7'llu    NJAX)     ShAJ   'AA,4 I

1 Aa"   6Ah/"'=  01.» 5-4.4'6,V 74 AKE  X«_
 "f «. c/*,   4"Se.«». Qfe=«e.                         2
-6,·Ong-   9,»-=»«-=S  .

Aa-&%72

Please place comments in the box available at this public hearing or mail or e-mail comments on the Draft
EIS by November 9,  1998 to the following:

Mail:      Mara Melandry, Environmental Manager E-mail: sfobb.dist04@dolcagov
Caltrans - SFOBB
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA  94623-0660
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Autumn Wagner Comment Sheet from San Francisco Public Hearing                 

Comment 1
Preference for a replacement alternative is noted.

Comment 2
Mitigation for special status species can be found in revised Section 4.9.6 - Natural
Resources, Mitigation for permanent impacts and in Section 4.14.8 - Temporary
Impacts, Natural Resources.

Mitigation for the loss or disturbance of peregrine falcon nesting sites would consist of
a monitoring program conducted during the nesting period.  If the construction
activities disturb nesting activities, monitors from the Santa Cruz Predatory Bird
Research Group would collect, capture, raise and release any chicks present to an off-
site nature location. Since these birds of prey are known to use bridges and tall
buildings as surrogate nest sites, no nest structures would be created on the new
bridge for peregrines.  It is likely that peregrine falcons would nest on the new bridge
once construction activities are complete.

Caltrans would install habitat for the cormorants on a replacement bridge.
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              Comments on Draft EIS
.*-1,/'-0/

Name: 77;9 62/»  YY- EAST   S:PAN
Address:       6200 /       04k P:,/,t"

SEISMIC.SAFETY

City: Se- State: Zip:YP#7
/O, fs--Tg

DATE

1-2 .-38=- Aa,the'9  »*Z,9.ty-2"'W-77.    r
•      ·pwk    ae;26:1       atawt -1 *.      C»'0

s»D/»««= «    1
Wa W'3 *- 1282. LRALL k <I#.-

, 0    01*"f-- ei.1/ 3-HM.

3»:1- -17dte.  662«  aeciL
-

Se
 5»f=»* e..«

7                   3<          A

2

0                 Wit,1 2'4 SA )

Please place comments in the box available at this public hearing or mail or e-mail comments on the Draft

EIS by November 9,1998 to the following:

Mail:      Mara Melandry, Environmental Manager E-mail: sfobb.dist04@dolca.gov
Ca/trans - SFOBB
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA  94623-0660
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Tes Welborn Comment Sheet from San Francisco Public Hearing                    

Comment 1
Dredged quantities required to construct the build alternatives are shown in Table 4.14-
4 and are discussed in Section 4.14.10 - Construction Excavation and Dredging and
the DMMP in Appendix M. The replacement alternatives all have about the same
amount of dredging required, relatively speaking. Replacement Alternative S-4 would
have slightly more dredged material (417,000 cubic meters [545,000 cubic yards])
compared to the northern alternatives (413,000 cubic meters [540,000 cubic yards]).
Preference for a suspension span design variation is noted.  The East Span
replacement alternatives include a bicycle/pedestrian path. They would also not
preclude rail should decision-makers choose to fund and implement rail service on the
SFOBB in the future.

Comment 2
The U.S. Coast Guard requires that any part of bridges that are replaced (except those
incorporated into a new bridge) be removed down to the Bay bottom (please see letter
from the U.S. Coast Guard dated August 12,  1998 in Appendix G - Agency
Consultation Letters).  Even if this requirement were not in place, the existing structure
would require retrofitting to prevent seismic failure; it would also conflict with a new
bridge at the east and west termini.
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               comments on Draft EIS
'-./&'/*00$// I

Name: \/01,21->t,1-*D   ,  MI c.-,*nrL fAST SP,AN
-        '   SEISMIC SAFETYAddress: F o a.-, (990/ . *RS„*T   .

City: 51 -*,rh State: 04 Zip.gEef 9 / b -2-z ·38
DATE

133-  I.A.) (,) 1"D ,/77:REe      J#      Ze -Jar -1  .47  8 -3       D FO
T) M, &*,9v,         9--         OPte»    Drfic v s j< 04          973                                                      1

ACAQ·-/   071.»,r».4      rr> r , S'*MT    C:4      ts=svc.

(Il       \AJO„..D     C    t. :ir          h··c, r-     ,-Fo         r·PJ     ER M ear·:,A.,E·rxr -C-

\ M'b,64% 0 F-  trd-,Aree, c   e_,n2.:E-2-*27'r,  4 6   0 fi            2
71?21        0(/12*Fc.-    / r, s 972-4,(-9-7 a,-2

Please  place comments  in the box available at this  public hearing or mail or e-mail comments on the Draft
EIS by November 9,1998 to the following:

Mail:     Mara Melandry, Environmental Manager E-mail: sfobb.dist04@dot.ca.gov
Caltrans - SFOBB
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland. CA 94623-0660

--
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Michael Wienold Comment Sheet from Valejo Public Hearing                          

Comment 1
A primary purpose of the four public hearings was to obtain verbal and written
comments on the information presented in the DEIS.  For that reason, the open house
format was implemented to give participants one-on-one access to technical
specialists and project designers who contributed to the DEIS. In addition to the four
public hearings, meetings of the Bay Bridge Design Task Force and its Engineering
Design Advisory Panel (EDAP) conducted during preparation of the DEIS included
public forums. Privately sponsored forums, such those hosted by the "Commuter
Chronicles" ts'evisedetingatthe Museum of California in Oakland and design
discussions hosted by the San Francisco American Institute of Architects, provided
additional opportunities for public discussion.

Comment 2
Information regarding traffic re-routing on YBI during construction is summarized in
Section 4.14.2 - Transportation Impacts during Construction.  A more detailed
discussion of traffic impacts during construction can be found in the Traffic Circulation,
Access and Parking Assessment technical study. In addition, a Traffic Management
Plan (TMP) would be prepared for the approved alternative to further analyze
construction-related traffic impacts and provide measures to minimize impacts.  This
document will be prepared prior to project construction after more information
becomes available about construction methods and processes.  The TMP will outline
more specific information regarding construction activities and traffic as well as a
description of available public information mechanisms.
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1

2
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4
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6

7
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10
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12
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1                            1
2

3                Hugh Basset, 879 Milton Street, Oakland,

4  California 94607.

5                First, I think this is a politically-

6  motivated project. I have not been convinced of the

7  need for the retrofit or to replace the East Bay span.
1

8  I don't think that you can build a bridge strong

9  enough to withstand an act of God. But it seems as if

10 the politicians decided that this is the way they want

11 to spend our tax money.

12 I'm not that much primarily concerned

13 with the design, although I would like to see an             2

14 aesthetically-pleasing design.  I'm more concerned

15 with the contracts and the work force of who is going

16
to construct this bridge especially considering the                       

17 fact that the Cyprus Freeway project provided very few

18 jobs and very few contracts to Oakland-based                 3

19
 companies. And we would not like to see this happen

20 |on this project since this is a billion and a half

21 |dollar project.

22 I'm somewhat disappointed that what was

23 called a public hearing is not actually a public
424 hearing. The public does not have an opportunity to

25 speak except to the court reporter. I don't consider

2
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1  that a public hearing. But I do plan to bring this 4
2  issue up at jobs, at contracts and every available Cont.

3  opportunity.

4

5                Frank Neu, 18210 Carmel Drive in Castro

6  Valley, California 94546.

7                I am a commuter and I would like to see

8  the retrofitted or new safe bridge built quickly.  I

9  worry a great deal with the Sierra Club et al. In the

10 past they have pulled dirty tricks and negotiated in

11 bad faith. They have done all kinds of things to

12 stall any kind of infrastructure improvement. And

13 their effectiveness in the past has caused huge delays
1

14 and great increases in price.

15 I know they seem to be exempt from

16 financial responsibility, unlike everyone else. But I

17 would hope the people involved in this project would

18  be aware of the things they have done in the past and

19 would be very aware of their often secret agenda and

20 disruptive tactics. I hope to see a new, very safe

21 Bay Bridge in the near future.

22

23 Gerald A. Hill, 4030 Panama County,

24 No. 305, Oakland California 94611-4914.

25 If they haven't made up their mind or

3
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1  haven't been pre-decided, I would like to suggest an

2  even mix of Orientals, Africans, South Americans and

3  what we call Northern Europeans on the employment.

4  And even mix, divided into four; one fourth Asian, one

5  fourth African American -- if you want to call them          1

6  that -- one fourth South Americans -- come to our

7  country from Mexico and Argentina -- and what we call

8  Northern Europeans -- what we call Angle-Saxons.  I

9  hate all those terms, but we are stuck with them.

10 What are they going to do about the

11 safety of this bridge? This new bridge in a real            2

12 nice, big earthquake like we had in 1989, what are

13 they going to do about better public transportation

14 for people like me who are too poorly visioned and too

15 elderly to drive a car? Will AC Transit be given bus
316 access to bus routes over the new bridge? Which I

17 favor entirely. I use A/C completely and BART

18 occasionally.

19 I can't see to drive and I'm '72. Who

20 would give me a driver's license at 72?

21 On behalf of all senior citizens in my

22 building I request most wholeheartedly that we have

23 public transportation across the bridge. Either rail

24 like they took off in the '5Os when they made way for       4

25 AC Transit to take over and they killed the trains,

4
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1  which were very successful over the bridge in the '40s       4
. 2  and '5Os and in the '3OS when they built this bridge. Cont.

3                I came out here in March of '44.  I

4  heard well of the Bay Bridge at that time, the Key

5  trains that ran over it for a while. Then AC Transit

6  took the train off. It was even done before the

7  company was bought out by AC. Key Systems, that was

8  controlled by the tire companies and General Motors

9  when they took the train off the bridge, which I think

10 was stupid.

11

12 Brilliant San Francisco said, quote "We

13 can run street cars across the bridge if they leave

14 the tracts," but they didn't leave the tracts.

15 There was a measure on our ballet for

16 putting trains and cutting down pollution because the

17 trains would cut down pollution as opposed to decent

18 buses or gasoline cars.

19 And furthermore, there is an electric

20  bus on the AC Transit they are trying out and it's

21 working fine and it looks beautiful. Why not electric      5

22 Caltrans or electric buses7 Who says we have to have

23 gasoline engines or diesel?

24 Bob Chioino; Robert C., 435 Spruce

25 Street, Berkeley, California 94708.

5
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1                I support the right lane for use by

2  Caltrans maintenance vehicles. If they were on

3  Cushman vehicles in the bike lane they could be off

4  the roadway, that would increase capacity, reduce

5  congestion, reduce accidents and when they get the

6  bike lane to the west of Yerba Buena Island, they can
1

7  look in the 1948 Parallel Bridge Report and see how to

8  cantilever a lane for bikes and Cushmans.

9                Would you have a bike lane all the way

10 to San Francisco for use by maintenance as a first

11 priority? Failing the use of the bike lane by

12 maintenance vehicles, then I oppose the bike lane.

13 Thanks.

14 Since the tower isn't necessary and the

15 webbing for the tower clutters up the overhead for the       2

16

driver, why build it unless it's less expensive than                     <
17 ordinary freeway on stilts concept? Thanks.

18 Since the bridge's location cannot be

19 seen by anyone unless they are in a boat or out on the

20 end of one of the fills, the appearance of the bridge 3
21 doesn't seem to be a factor for most people in the Bay

22 Area because they are too far away to see any detail.

23

24 Arthur Feinstein, Golden Gate Audubon

25 Society, 2530 San Pablo Avenue, Suite G, Berkeley,

6
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1 94702. I intend to write a letter.

. 2 This concerns the mitigation that is

3  proposed for the shore birds and there is supposed to

4  be a new park that is being created on the mole area

5  that will be restricted from public access to allow

6  shore birds to be undisturbed. But I have just heard

7  that Caltrans is not actually creating that park and

8  so I'm concerned about the completion of this

9  mitigation.

10 And if it is going to be mitigation,

11 Caltrans needs to obligate some funds for the creation

12 of this part of the park. At least if they are not          1

13 doing the whole park, they obviously need to fund the

14 mitigation component or else it wouldn't be

15 mitigation.

16 But I would like to congratulate them

17 for including this in the document. And we are very,

18 very appreciative that it was included. We just want

19 to make sure it actually comes to fruition. That will

20 require some financial dedication on Caltran's part.

21

22 Hunter Kohl, P.O. Box 947, Berkeley,

23 California 94701.

24 The single tower cable suspension

25 asymmetrical free-floating design has a potential of 1

7
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1  being a battering ram in the earthquake, severe

2  earthquake situation. And this design has some, at

3  least two critical points. They are both at the end

4  of the bridge. They interface between the free-

5 floating part and the causeway and the anchoring part

6  to Yerba Buena Island.

7                Nowhere in this nine and a half inch

8  Environmental Impact Statement that is now available

9  for the public to see does it address this issue. In

10 fact, a few months past I asked Caltran engineers

11 during one of these hearings about whether critical

12 single point failure analysis has been done on this          1

13 design. And my, I was assured that it was done and Cont.

14 available in Caltran's office.

15 When I went there to follow up on that,

16 such an analysis was nowhere to be located.

17 The next public hearing I brought up

18 this issue again and the chief engineer told me that

19 they don't have it in one place, its scattered all

20 over. But when they gather it together, I will be

21 getting one copy for sure.

22 One would think that since they include

23 so much stuff in this nine and a half inch document

24 including designs that were already rejected a long

25 time back, that they should have in place a study to

8
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1  deal with this very important issue.

.2 My observation of the whole process is

3  that this design is not an optimal design being
2

4  offered to the Bay Area residents. Not optimal in

5  safety, not optimal in cost effectiveness, not optimal

6  in material usage, in cost.

7                It might be optimal for someone's

8  aesthetics that reflects the western side Oakland Bay

9  Bridge in its usage of cable suspensions or signature,

10 so-called signature design. Other than that, it falls

11 far short.

12 The cable suspension design has no

13 redeeming features as far as producing security in

14 that each parallel cable in effect is a very elongated

15 parallelogram, when the bridge is being deformed
3

16 through, by earthquake impact. That's just one

17 example of how this is ill considered, ill conceived.

18 If there is a God fearing person of

19 wisdom to run affairs and not be involved with

20 politics and personalities and so on forth, this whole

21 process should be open up for, in the form of a              4

22 competition for people to bring in ideas. Ko bring

23 about the best results. That's proven to be in free

24 market economy as opposed to a dictatorship and

25 command economy, which doesn't give good results in

9
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1  the long run. It only benefits some people's egos and

2  some segments, some small interest groups.

3                 So that's of course a very far-fetched

4  wish to have such sanity embraced.

5                 We should learn from past experiences.

6  And what comes to mind is the Tacoma straight bridge

7 collapse. And shuttle 0-ring failure. And not to

8  have this kind of scenario to repeat itself again.

9

10 A. Sherwood Parker. My phone number's

11 (510)841-2012, 520 Dwight Place, Berkeley 94704.

12 There is a difficulty with putting

13 trains back on the bridge not realized by most

14 proponents. When the Key system ran on the bridge its

15 top allowed speed was 35 miles per hour set by the

16 maximum allowed force on the suspension spans from a

17 train making an emergency stop. You can see this

18 recorded in the book The Kev Route by Harre Demoro on
-                                                                                                     1

19 pages 84, 97 and 98 -- modern trains are actually not

20 very much lighter in weight per seat but they can

21 break much more rapidly and are typically longer than

22 the Key system trains.

23 Thus when thus they break emergency

24 mode, they will put far greater forces on the bridge

25 and for safety then the top speed will probably have

10
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1  to be even lower than 35 miles per hour. Furthermore,

2  there would be a several-year construction period on

3  the suspension span where lanes would be removed but

4  no additional rail service yet available, making
2

5  enemies out of tens of thousands of motorists for any

6  such plan.

7                 It would be better to build another

8  tunnel for BART with capacity per unit.

9

· 10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

11
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1        REPORTER'S CERTIFICATION OF CERTIFIED COPY

2

3

4

5                 I, JAN W. SERRA, CSR No. 8207, Certified

6  Shorthand Reporter in the state of California certify

7  that the foregoing pages 1 through 12 constitute a

8  true and correct copy of the original transcript of

9  the Public Hearing, taken on OCTOBER 14, 1998 in

10 Oakland, California.

11 I declare under penalty of perjury under

12 the laws of the state of California that the foregoing

13 is true and correct.

14 Dated this OCTOBER 15, 1998.

15

16                           04 »A»-
U17 JAN W. SERRA, C.S.R. No. 8207

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25
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Hugh Basset

Comment 1
As outlined in Chapter 1 of the FEIS, the existing bridge would likely not withstand a
major seismic event. While it would be prohibitively expensive to build a structure that
could withstand any earthquake, the proposed replacement alternatives have been
designed to withstand a maximum credible earthquake (MCE), which is defined as the
largest earthquake reasonably capable of occurring based on current geological
knowledge and a Safety Evaluation Event (SEE). See Appendix K- Seismic Design
for more details. The purpose of this project is to provide a lifeline connection between
the cities of Oakland and San Francisco that would provide emergency relief access
following an MCE.

Comment 2
The East Span Project has benefited from an extensive public outreach process
(please see Appendix E- Consultation and Coordination). As design options were
narrowed through the public process conducted by the Task Force and its EDAP,
public polls sponsored by local newspapers were conducted.  It is through this
process that MTC developed their preference for a self-anchored suspension bridge
design.

Comment 3

                    The construction of
the retrofit alternative or any of the replacement alternatives would

result in the need for a large construction labor force which would be drawn largely
from the local Bay Area. Workers with specialty skills may need to be recruited from
outside the region.

Comment 4
A primary purpose of the four public hearings was to obtain verbal and written
comments on the information presented in the DEIS.  For that reason, the open house
format was implemented to give participants one-on-one access to technical
specialists and project designers who contributed to the DEIS. In addition to the four
public hearings, meetings of the Bay Bridge Design Task Force and its EDAP
conducted during preparation of the DEIS included public forums. Privately sponsored
forums, such those hosted by the "Commuter Chronicles" televised meeting at the
Museum of California in Oakland and design discussions hosted by the San Francisco
American Institute of Architects, provided additional opportunities for public discussion.

Frank Neu

Comment 1
Caltrans is making every effort to expediently provide a safe lifeline structure. Concern
over Sierra Club involvement is noted. The Sierra Club provided its comments in the
same manner that other persons or groups did in the public involvement process.

                   Please see
the letters from the Sierra Club regarding issues of concern to it.
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Gerald A. Hill

Comment 1
The profile of the labor force would be based on the skills and availability of its workers
rather than their ethnic and racial backgrounds. However, because fair hiring practices
would be followed in recruiting workers from the local labor force, it is anticipated that
people from a range of backgrounds would be employed. Caltrans contract
specifications for contractors would include specific nondiscrimination standards and
equal employment opportunity policy and obligations. Under these requirements,
contractors would be required to provide equal employment opportunity for all minority
groups, both male and female, and all women, both minority and non-minority.
Contractors also shall not discriminate against any person because of race, color,
religion, sex, national origin, ancestry, physical handicap, medical condition, marital
status, or age over 40.

Comment 2
Replacement alternatives would be designed and constructed to the latest seismic and
other safety standards and designed to withstand a maximum credible earthquake on
the San Andreas or Hayward faults, a Safety Evaluation Event (SEE), as well as
potential events along many other faults present in the Bay Area. The Retrofit Existing
Structure Alternative would only enhance the seismic performance of the existing
bridge. See Chapter 1 - Purpose of and Need for Project for more information about
the purpose of the project and about maximum credible earthquakes. See Appendix K             
- Seismic Design for additional information on MCEs and SEEs in regard to design of
the replacement alternatives.

Comment 3
The East Span Project would contribute to continued AC Transit corridor bus service by
providing a seismically improved vehicular crossing between YBI and the Oakland
Touchdown. AC Transit has plans to expand its service across the bridge as indicated
in its Comprehensive Service Plan.  A new East Span would not impact existing levels
of BART service.

Comment 4
The project's Purpose and Need is very specific: to provide a seismically safe
vehicular lifeline connection. Caltrans' focus on seismic safety to the exclusion of
congestion relief was intentional, because Caltrans considers the need for improved
seismic safety in this corridor to be paramount. Because of the project's size, it has led
some members of the regional community to advocate for multiple purposes that
address congestion relief in addition to safety. However, expanding the scope of the
project to include congestion relief would have resulted in lengthy public and agency
debate about how best to implement a congestion relief solution, with the result that the
seismic safety component of the project would have been substantially delayed.
Caltrans anticipates beginning construction of this critical safety project in late 2001.
This would not have been possible if the scope of the project had included congestion
relief.
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                Comment 5Please see Comment 4 above regarding the possibility of rail on the SFOBB. Provision
of alternative fuel buses is under the sole authority of AC Transit and is beyond the
scope of this project. AC Transit is converting a portion of its fleet to low emission
buses; however, there are no current plans to make a similar conversion to electrical
buses. For further information, please contact AC Transit's Long Range Planning
Department.

Bob Chioino

Comment 1
The bike path on the East Span would be used by maintenance and emergency
vehicles to service the path and its users.

Extension of the bicycle/pedestrian path beyond the Preferred Alternative western
terminus of the replacement alternatives is not included as part of the East Span
Project.  MTC has requested that Caltrans prepare a feasibility study for a
bicycle/pedestrian path on the SFOBB West Span. Caltrans is currently investigating
the different design options for a bicycle/pedestrian path on the West Span and a path
on the south side of YBI that would connect an East Span path to a possible path on
the West Span. This study is expected to be completed  in  May 2001.

               Comment 2Preference for a skyway structure is noted. A number of bridge types were considered
and evaluated based on seismic performance, aesthetic consideration, and the ability
to construct the bridge within the construction schedule.

MTC conducted an open process to consider design of the replacement alternatives.
A three-day public workshop was conducted  in  May  1997 at which individuals and
design firms presented design concepts for a replacement bridge.  The MTC Task
Force, through its EDAP, has continued to oversee design refinements.  Once a basic
design program was defined, two structure types, cable-stayed suspension and self-
anchored suspension main span, were carried through a competitive design process.
Both of these variations were addressed in the DEIS.

Comment 3
The SFOBB East Span is a highly visible structure that can be seen from cities on the
west side of the Bay (including San Francisco and Sausalito) as well as from cities in
the East Bay (including Alameda, Oakland, Berkeley, Emeryville, Albany, El Cerrito, and
Richmond).

The self-anchored suspension design of the main span would result in the most
favorable effect upon visual quality regardless of the viewpoint location.  This is based
on the simulated appearance of this design from 20 different viewpoints around the
Bay. In contrast, the skyway design variation would result in the greatest reduction in

 
visual quality. See Figures 4-4 through 4-17c in Appendix A for the photo simulations.
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Arthur Feinstein

Comment 1
The creation of an upland refugia area by Caltrans in the future Gateway Park has been
withdrawn from consideration because Caltrans is not the responsible agency for park
planning and development. Any refugia areas included in the Gateway Park would be
developed through the park planning process, which is being led by the East Bay
Regional Park District.

The FEIS has revised information on shorebird habitat in the Natural Resource sections
(Sections 4.9 and 4.14.8). All replacement alternatives would temporarily impact
shorebird winter roosting habitat. The northern alternatives would permanently impact
shorebird feeding habitat. Sand flats along the northern portion of the Oakland
Touchdown area provide foraging and roosting areas. Approximately 1.36 hectares
(3.36 acres) of these sand flats would be permanently impacted by the northern
alternatives. However, the reduction in feeding habitat is not anticipated to adversely
impact shorebirds due to the relatively small area affected by the project. The northern
alternatives would also temporarily impact 0.69 hectare (1.70 acre) of sand flats during
construction of the westbound roadway and placement of a geotube for dewatering.
Replacement Alternative S-4 would permanently impact approximately 0.21 hectare
(0.51 acre) of uplands. The upland areas occur on the south side of the Oakland
Touchdown area and are known to provide shorebird winter and high-tide roosting
habitat. All replacement alternatives would temporarily impact this upland area

during              construction and would result in the displacement of roosting habitat. Proposed
mitigation for the loss of shorebird roosting habitat includes restoration of portions of
the sand flats impacted by the placement of a geotube and off-site creation of a tidal
marsh ecosystem, including enhancement or creation of upland shorebird refugia.  See
Section 4.9.6 - Natural Resources, Mitigation and Section 4.14.8 - Temporary
Impacts During Construction Activities for more on mitigation.

Hunter Kohl

Comment 1
The self-anchored suspension bridge deck is longitudinally and transversely isolated
from the main tower by the cables. The displacement of the decks in a seismic event
would be limited and not affected by the main tower because it is connected to the
columns at either end. In addition, the east and west end joints have been sized to
prevent the decks from touching. In effect, the Yerba Buena Island, main span, and
skyway structures are isolated from each other to protect them from damaging each
other.

Comment 2
MTC has conducted an open process to consider design of the replacement
alternatives. A three-day public workshop was conducted  in  May  1997 at which
individuals and design firms presented design concepts for a replacement bridge.
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                  Once
a basic design program was defined, two structure types, cable-stayed

suspension and self-anchored suspension main span, were carried through a
competitive design process.

Comment 3
As mentioned in response to Comment 2, MTC conducted an open process to
consider various design types. In addition, MTC's Bay Bridge Design Task Force
Engineering and Design Advisory Panel (EDAP) evaluated design type based on a
variety of issues, including seismic performance.  The EDAP, which consists of 36
technical experts in structural and civil engineering, determined that a self-anchored
suspension design would be seismically safe.

Comment 4
Since MTC held a three-day workshop to listen to design presentations from individuals
and design firms, additional design competitions are not foreseen.

Sherwood Parker

Comment 1
The East Span Project does not include rail and accordingly a safety analysis related to
implementation of rail on the bridge has not been prepared. This would likely be
completed as part of future studies examining the feasibility of rail if decision-
makers/taxpayers were to choose at some future date to fund installation of rail transit

                on the SFOBB East Span.

Comment 2
MTC is currently conducting an analysis to evaluate options for improving transit in the
Transbay Corridor.  As part of this analysis, MTC will address the need for and
feasibility of additional Bay crossings as part of its Bay Crossing Study, which is
expected to be completed  by fall 2002 (please see Section 2.5.2 - MTC SFOBB Rail
Feasibility Study). This study will address non-SFOBB transbay rail crossings,
including new tubes for BART, additional or expanded auto bridges and enhancements
to existing transbay transit sources such as BART, transbay buses, and ferries.
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1                         A P P E A R A N C E S O

PAGE
2 0 SPEAKER NUMBER ONE:                              4
3        Susan JacobsonO . 2377 Mazanita Drive
4        Oakland, California 94611
5  SPEAKER NUMBER TWO: 40 Fia
Kyono
6        766 Highgate DriveO Daly City, California 94015
7 0 SPEAKER NUMBER THREE:                              5
8        Alberto Puj010 917 Contra Costa Avenue
9        Berkeley, California 94707

10 SPEAKER NUMBER FOUR: 50 Jen
Yie Chen

11 655 Russet CourtO Walnut Creek, California 94598
12 0 SPEAKER NUMBER FIVE:                                6
13 John DayO P.O. Box 73
14 Julian, California 92036
15 SPEAKER NUMBER SIX:                                60          Pau
1 Gulbenkain
16 430 Turk Street, No. 8120 San Francisco, California
94102

17 0 SPEAKER NUMBER SEVEN: 8, 12
18        Elizabeth DierssenO 100 Denslowe
19 San Francisco, California 94132
20 SPEAKER NUMBER EIGHT: 90 And
rew Bley
21 727 Burnett, No. 60 San Francisco, California 94131
22 0 SPEAKER NUMBER NINE:                               9
23 Hunter Koh10 P.O. Box 947
24 Berkeley, California 94701
25
00004
1                SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA
2         THURSDAY, OCTOBER 15, 1998, 12:00 P.M.
3                    SPEAKER NUMBER ONE
4        MS. JACOBSON: I would like to encourage the
5  placement of the pedestrian and bicycle pathway on
6  the north side of the bridge rather than the south
7  side for aesthetic and practical reasons.                                1
8 Aesthetic reasons for the pedestrians
9  and bicyclists, and practical reasons because the
10  prevailing wind will generally keep the path cleaner
11 if it ia located on the north side of the bridge.
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12              Because prevailing winds are usually
13  from the west and northwest across the bridge, so                   1

14  debris from cars will be less likely to be fouling Cont.
15  the pedestrian/bicycle pathway.
16                   SPEAKER NUMBER TWO
17        MS. KYONO: I'm concerned about the design to
18  prevent suicide. I don't want something -- I would                 1
19  like something to be designed that will not mess up
20  the integrity of the bridge to prevent suicide
21  prevention.
22 And then I would like to see it be able
23  to have the walking and the bike lanes on both                     2
24  sides.  And the dredging of the water, how is that
25  going to effect the sea life in the Bay Area?                      3
00005
1                 SPEAKER NUMBER THREE
2        MR. PUJOL:  My opinion is that we should be
3  looking at building a whole new bridge at a
4  different location.  That way we will have two
5  bridges and we put a sign on this one that says
6 nSeismically unsafe. Enter  at  your own Sisk"
7  ---------- Atmt-wZyimrAMMArtiz<bridges until the                  1
8  big earthquake comes, at which point we just repair
9  the damage and we have a bridge that's closed for a
10  certain amount of -- period of time.  But in the
11  meantime we use the new bridge at a different
12  location.
13                  SPEAKER NUMBER FOUR
14        MR. JEN YIE CHEN: My comment, just wondering,
15  in the EIS report, did they ever consider to keep
16  the old bridge in place when they finish the new
17  bridge?
18              Just a couple reasons I have is to keep
19  the old bridge in place just in the future in case
20  we still need to use it in case after a big
21  earthquake, whatever damage may happen to the new
22  bridge, and we still have another option for the old
23  bridge, if the old bridge still okay, even though                   1
24  the maintenance cost may be -- may need to come up
25  with some money to maintain the bridge.
00006
.1              However, based on the current proposal
2  showing we are going to demolish the old bridge it
3  will cost a million, million dollars.
4' You can reserve that amount of money for
5  the future maintenance and that could be an option.

6  It could be pros and cons to keep or not to keep the
7  old bridge. It should be also addressed in the
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8 report. That's it. That's basically my comment.
9                    SPEAKER NUMBER FIVE

10 MR. DAY: I'm in favor of the self-anchored
11 suspension. It is important to choose the most
12  aesthetically pleasing design to conform with our                     1
13 reputation as a world center of artistic
14  engineering.
15 SPEAKER NUMBER SIX
16 MR. PAUL GULBENKAIN: Well, I had hoped that
17  the mayors of Emeryville, Berkeley and Oakland
18  showed up yesterday to insist on a heavy load on the
19  bridge, the new bridge train, heavy load train. But
20  everybody tells me they didn't show up.  My remark
21  was that I thought they would be there.
22 A suspension bridge loaded heavily will
23 oscillate. You remember the bridge like fell down
24 that. (Indicating.) But with a very heavy train
25  load on one side it can not stop oscillating. At
00007

1  the beginning there was a plethora of suspension
2  bridges proposed and also the other type of bridge,
3  cable-staid bridge to give them allure, somewhere
4  anchored off the freeway in the Bay.
5               But the beauty of a bridge can also6  drive from its simplicity. The three mayors of the
7  East Bay want a train on the bridge, heavy load, not
8  the mini-type, but a regular train that goes to Los
9  Angeles.

10 So I thought, what about a viaduct of
11  five hundred feet, simple spans made up of ten
12  parallel pure T-beams each, 50 foot high, and a few                   

               
13 feet wide each. I haven't calculated the widths.
14 The viaduct would look like a continuous ribbon from                  1
15  Yerba Buena Island to Oakland.
16 Oh, the oscillation of the bridge loaded
17  so heavily would be two ways like that, and like
18 that. From side to side and from top to bottom.
19 (Indicating.) And I have here something -- I don't
20  know if it's pertinent -- a cantilever bridge next
21  to a suspension bridge would look horrible. But the
22  cantilever bridge is coming out, but -- it's coming
23  out, so my remark doesn't apply.  That's all.
24               Someone here told me to talk to this man
25 in white with his hand in his pocket. His name was
00008
1 Steve. But when I asked him his name, the other man
2  he talks to, he said, "I am Steve. I am the
3  engineer."  So I talked to the other one.
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4               Well, I talked to the other one.  And I
5  asked him why not make a simple ribbon of a bridge,
6  a series of 500 feet long span.  And he said, "Well,
7    that' s  what we wanted ·to  do at CalTrans. That's the
8  most economic design and very beautiful because it's
9  simple."

10               But the governor wanted something with
11  signature, and the governor won.  He got the City of
12  Oakland to support him.  Well, it's amusing when you
13  drive, you have all those cables coming down this
14  way and coming that way.  But if you drive over a
15  ribbon which is flat, it's amusing too.
16               Well, I guess Professor Lyn didn't get
17  his baby. That was the tower leaning backward with
18  a cables coming this way.  They got a tower this way
19  but not leaning backwards. (Indicating.)
20 SPEAKER NUMBER SEVEN
21        MS. ELIZABETH DIERSSEN: I think the
22  fifteen-foot bike path is inadequate for safety --
23  and it needs pedestrian use -- inadequate for safety
24  and it needs to -- they need to be separated, the                    1
25  pedestrian and the bike path.  And the 300 million
00009
1  that it's going to cost to fix the east side should
2  be done first.
3               And I'm for the retrofitting, the 900
4 million. So we could use that money to give us bike
5  paths and pedestrian use of the bridge, also with a
6  separation of bike path and pedestrian.  And also in
7  the plan I think that there should be light rail                    2
8  considered.
9               And the new suspension bridge I think is

10 a way over cost. That money should be put into
11  giving us a retrofit with light rail, pedestrian and
12  bike paths.                                                      3
13                 SPEAKER NUMBER EIGHT
14        MR. ANDREW BLEY: I think it's essential that
15  an alternative be considered that has separated
16  bicycle paths going in different directions, and
17  those paths are separated from pedestrians.  I think
18  that's a crucial safety issue for both bicyclists                    1
19  and pedestrians.  Additionally, I think that an
20  overhang should be examined that will protect
21  pedestrians and bicyclists from rain.
22

'

SPEAKER NUMBER NINE
23 MR. HUNTER KOHL: In this nine-and-a-half-inch
24  packet of documents dealing with the environmental
25 impact and statutory exemption for the east span
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00010
1  bridge design, nowhere does it address in full the
2  ramifications of what this bridge design means and                1
3  specifically going back to ground one to cost
4  effectiveness of the bridge design.
5               Are we getting as Bay Area residents the
6  best possible technology offering for the bridge?
7  And the conclusion from different experts from
8  CalTrans, from people involved, not being official,               2
9  but off the record is that, no, this, quote,

10  unquote, "signature design" is not what would be
11  optimal if no political constraints and power and
12  egos are involved and so forth and so on.
13               And how can one view environmental
14  impact without considering the social costs that are
15  involved in your project. The amount of tax money               3
16  that's being used, the amount of resources that are
17  being squandered doesn't account in the meaning of
18  the word environmental impact.
19 Now CalTrans originally submitted a
20  design called -- generally known and critiqued as a
21 "freeway on stilts."  But then they took the
22  criticism and produced what is generally known as a
23  "skyway with multiple arches."
24               In that design, from the technical
25  information that was offered, is superior to this,
00011

1 quote, unquote, "signature design" that has a lot of
2  problems.  And the problems are it's a symmetrical,
3  free floating, cable suspension.
4               And by virtual of the geometry and the
5  technicalities involved the density of the deck
6  because of it's two to one ratio displacement has to
7  be using twice the weight that the load on the
8  bearing of the tower surface.
9               On the end of the tower, top of the

10  tower is twice the load of a bridge. If it was                  4
11  symmetrical, that's for one thing. It's ridiculous
12  to have citizens to have input in a highly technical
13 matter. You wouldn't have street person to advise
14 someone about open heart surgery. Now, the outcome
15 is disastrous.
16 For politicians to be involved that's
17  also uncalled for. What you need to do is open the
18 'process. And from day one have world class
19  professionals to -- the public can have input as to
20  what their feelings and desires are.
21 But when it comes to the final solution
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22  you need to open the process to people who are                  4
23  trained in this area, and not just put on a
24  perfunctory show that you have a democracy going on, Cont.
25 that there 's  a  lot of 'input .
00012
1              It's all just for show. It's just to
2  support the consensus that the emperor is wearing
3  some beautiful invisible clothes. That's Anderson's
4  story with the emperor parading down the street with
5  invisible clothes and the kid pointed out that he's
6  naked.
7              Now reality is reality. It doesn't make
8  a difference what I say or what anyone else says.
9  Facts are facts. So the price will be paid one way
10  or another if one makes miscalculations.
11              And a good example of that is past
12  experience of Tacoma, straight bridge collapsing,
13  and also the recent shuttle disaster where there was
14  an 0-ring failure. One has to -- reality is harsh.
15 That's about it. Thank you.
16            CONTINUED SPEAKER NUMBER SEVEN
17        MS. ELIZABETH DIERSSEN: The single tower
18  cable suspension, a symmetrical floating deck seems             3
19  to be a signature design that's more political than Cont.
20  it is technically safe.  And it's unsettling to me
21  that we are spending one point five billion on one from
22  fifth of the bridge when the rest of the bridge is

pg. 523  not seismically retrofitted.
24              It seems to me we could save a lot of
25  money by having the multiple arch skyway design,
00013
1  thus allowing more funds to be funneled into bike
2  paths, pedestrian paths, and light rail.
3              It's important that the City offer mixed
4  use of the bridge, and the new design is -- does not
5  look cost effective to me and the pedestrian/bike
6  path is very unsafe, and it doesn't offer light
7  rail.
8        (Ending time: 6:00 p.m.)
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
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Susan Jacobson

Comment 1
Preference for location of the bicycle/pedestrian path on the north side of the
westbound structure is noted.

Although differences among members of the cycling community concerning the design
of the bicycle/pedestrian path have been stated, the FEIS includes one of the path
configurations that was recommended by the Bay Bridge Bicycle/Pedestrian Advisory
Committee (BPAC) and approved by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission
(MTC). The BPAC served as the forum for over 40 groups representing the interests of
potential path users.

Based on the single-path recommendation of the BPAC, the replacement alternatives
included a bicycle/pedestrian path on the south side of the eastbound structure 4.7
meters (15.5 feet) wide, elevated 0.3 meter (1 foot) above the travel lanes.  The path
was not placed on the north side of the westbound span for a couple of reasons,
including that it could have interfered with motorists' views heading uphill from the
Oakland Touchdown to YBI, it would require a more costly connection to YBI, and it
would not provide unique views of the City of Oakland. The elevated height of the path
above the roadway should minimize the amount of debris being blown onto the path.

Fia Kyono

Comment 1
A suicide barrier is not currently a component of the replacement alternatives.

Comment 2
Preference for bicycle/pedestrian facilities to be placed on both sides of a replacement
alternative is noted. A single path on the south side of the eastbound structure is
proposed. The MTC Bay Bridge Design Task Force Engineering and Design Advisory
Panel (EDAP) rejected the two-path option that was recommended by the BPAC
because (1) the path on the north side of the westbound span heading uphill from
Oakland to YBI could interfere with motorists' views, and (2) for security purposes (on
days when the number of path users is moderate, it would be better to have users on
one path than spreading them over two paths).

Comment 3
Please see Section 4.14.10 - Construction Excavation and Dredging and the Dredged
Material Management Plan in Appendix M for information concerning impacts of
dredging. Information on impacts to special status species and special aquatic sites is
also included in the FEIS in Section 4.14.8- Natural Resources.
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Alberto
Pujol                                                                                  0

Comment 1
The purpose of the East Span Project is to provide a lifeline crossing between YBI and
the Oakland Touchdown area. Consideration of additional Bay crossings is beyond the
scope of the project. Construction of an additional crossing instead of providing a
lifeline East Span structure would be inconsistent with project purpose and need and
outside of the scope of this project.  MTC is currently conducting a Bay Crossing
Study, which evaluated non-SFOBB transbay crossings, including new tubes for rail or
BART, additional or expanded auto bridges with and without rail, and enhancements to
existing transbay transit services. The study is expected to be completed by fall 2002.

The existing East Span of the SFOBB would still need to be retrofitted or replaced to
prevent collapse in the event of an MCE. Caltrans is responsible for safety on its
transportation facilities. Leaving the existing bridge in use, which could lead to
possible loss of life in an MCE, would be contrary to Caltrans' obligation to the public.

Jen Yie Chen

Comment 1
The USCG requires that any part of bridges that are replaced (except those
incorporated into a new bridge) be removed down to the Bay bottom (please see letter
from the U.S. Coast Guard dated August 12, 1998 in Appendix G - Agency
Consultation Letters)

Even if this requirement were not in place, the existing structure would still require
retrofitting to prevent seismic failure. Retrofitting the existing bridge would cost
approximately $0.9 billion. Funding does not currently exist to retrofit and also replace
the existing bridge. During a major earthquake, the existing unretrofitted bridge may
experience multiple-span failure, potentially causing loss of life and injuries and the
resulting collapse could damage a replacement bridge. Caltrans is responsible for
safety on its transportation facilities. Leaving the existing bridge in use, which could
lead to possible loss of life in an MCE, would be contrary to Caltrans' obligation to the
public.

There would also be the issue of conflicts between the existing and replacement
bridges at YBI and in the Oakland Touchdown area.  A new bridge must tie into
existing roadways. Therefore, new ramps and/or connections would have to be
designed and constructed for the existing bridge to avoid the replacement bridge.
This would not be part of the East Span Project.

John Day

Comment 1
Preference for a self-anchored suspension design variation is noted.
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Paul Gulbenkain

Comment 1
Preference for the skyway main span design variation is noted. A number of bridge
types were evaluated by MTC's Bay Bridge Task Force Engineering and Design
Advisory Panel (EDAP). After receiving public comments at numerous meetings and
through letters, phone calls, and e-mails, MTC voted for a self-anchored suspension
design.

Elizabeth Dierssen

Comment 1
The proposed bicycle/pedestrian path on the replacement East Span would be 4.7
meters (15.5 feet) wide. This width exceeds Caltrans' standards for shared Class I bike
paths. The pavement on the path would be differentiated for bicyclists and pedestrians
by different colors.

Comment 2
Preference for the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative is noted. The retrofit alternative
was not identified as the preferred, because it could require lengthy bridge closures to
repair the cantilever span following a major earthquake and may even require the
bridge to be replaced. The Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative does not include
provision of a bicycle/pedestrian path or provision for future rail transit.

                  Accommodation for
rail would require major modifications to the structure and is not a

part of the East Span Project.

Implementation and funding of a rail system on the SFOBB are not part of the East
Span Project. The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) is currently studying
transit service options in the Transbay Corridor, especially the possibility of rail.
Studies already completed by MTC include a long-term capital and operating cost
analysis for various transit options for the Transbay Terminal and a feasibility analysis of
rail on the SFOBB. A study examining the possibility of non-SFOBB transbay rail
crossings will be completed  by fall 2002.

As part of the feasibility study, a working paper on structural issues of placing rail on
the  SFOBB was prepared in October  1999.   The four rail vehicle types analyzed  in  the
working paper were BART, light rail transit (LRT), commuter rail, and high-speed rail.
The working paper found that rail could be implemented on the SFOBB with structural
modifications to the East Span and major structural changes to the West Span and the
YBI tunnel. Given the high cost of making these necessary modifications to the SFOBB
(approximately $3 billion) and the age of the existing West Span, it was decided that
other options for a high-capacity transbay crossing should be evaluated and compared
to implementing rail on the SFOBB.  The Bay Crossing Study will consider how the
latest traffic operation systems and potential new rail services could improve transbay
mobility. Please see Section 2.5- Accommodation of Multi-Modal Strategies for
additional details of the studies completed or currently being conducted by MTC.
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Comment 3
Comment noted. Caltrans has evaluated the entire SFOBB in terms of seismic safety.
Seismic retrofit projects are either completed, under construction, or being designed
for the west approach, west span, west viaduct, and YBI tunnel. An interim retrofit of
the East Span has been completed.  Also, see response to Comment 2 above.

Andrew Bley

Comment 1
Although differences among members of the cycling community concerning the design
of the bicycle/pedestrian path have been stated, the replacement alternatives
incorporate one of the path configurations that was recommended by the BPAC.  (The
MTC Task Force and Engineering and Design Advisory Panel [EDAP] rejected the two-
path option that was recommended due to limited motorists' views and safety issues.)
The BPAC served as the forum for over 40 groups representing the interests of
potential path users.

Based on the recommendation of the MTC, the replacement alternatives included a
bicycle/pedestrian path on the south side of the eastbound structure 4.7 meters (15.5
feet) wide, elevated 0.3 meter (1 foot) above the travel lanes. Potential benefits and
impacts to users of this path are presented in the Section 4.0 - Environmental
Consequences and Mitigation Measures of the FEIS. The impact analyses are based
on the MTC/BPAC-recommended path configuration and do not address the
alternatives not brought forward by the BPAC.

Users of the bicycle/pedestrian path would be exposed to the elements to various
degrees, depending on the time of day and season. There are no practical means of
eliminating path-user exposure to meteorological and environmental conditions.

Hunter Kohl

Comment 1
A life-cycle cost analysis was conducted that compared retrofit of the existing East
Span and construction of a replacement structure (please see Section 2.4.2 -Costs).
That preliminary analysis concluded that the benefits of extending the East Span
structure's useful life with a replacement structure, combined with reduced
maintenance costs for a new structure, outweighed the costs associated with
retrofitting the existing structure. Subsequent life-cycle cost analyses conducted by
bridge designers also concluded that replacement alternatives are more cost-effective
than retrofit of the existing bridge.

Comment 2
The EDAP determined that each of the main span design variations considered for
replacement alternatives in the EIS exceeded the seismic design criteria established
for the project. (Please see Appendix E - Consultation and Coordination for a
description of the role of the Engineering and Design Advisory Panel [EDAP].)
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                Comment 3Please see Section 2.4.1 - Funding for a description of the project funding sources,
including voter-approved bond funds. Also, please see Section 1.2.2 - People,
Freight, and Goods Movement. This section explains that the existing East Span could
not maintain high levels of freight and goods movement following a maximum credible
earthquake (MCE), which could potentially cost the regional economy substantially
more than what is being spent on this project.

Comment 4
While it is Caltrans policy to seek public involvement and participation in this and other
projects as part of the review process, the suggestions are tested and evaluated at
several points, including the EDAP, Seismic Advisory Board, and Peer Review Board,
to ensure that the design is in Caltrans' and the public's best interest and would not
compromise public safety. Including input from the public decreases the likelihood
that viable alternatives are overlooked and is also warranted because the project is
being paid for by the public.
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1                  STATEMENT BY WEI ZHANG

2 MS. ZHANG: Dr. Youling Zhang is my

3  father, and he is an earthquake engineer in China,

4  because in the '305 he went to Manchester to get a

5  Ph.D. there and he developed a formula in '37. SO

6  that formula is very, very famous in Japan.

7            So just after the Kobe earthquake, the

8  Japan engineers committee invited him to visit

9  Japan, you know, visit Kobe, Tokyo and several

10 places.

11 So now he is retired and living in

12 Oakland. But he is very concerned about the Bay

13  Bridge design, how they can, you know, prevent for

14 the earthquake. So now has some, you kn6w,

15 suggestions according to his experience.

16            I think that he works in that 
field for                        

17 more than -- at least 30 years, you know, with --

18  you know, the Tan Shen in '79, in China, the very

19  big one and some earthquake in another province in

20 China. So he experienced those Ewo very miserable

2-1- __fa-rthquakes in China. So tie wants to..say -now what

22 kind ideas he has.

23 STATEMENT BY DR. YOULING ZHANG

24            DR. ZHANG:  What I would like to say
 is

25  two points. Two points. First point is that I

4
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i  don't think there is any difference of magnitude

2  between the two floating faults, Hayward fault and

3  the San Andreas fault, but there will be some

4  difference that will be according to earthquake

5 itself. If the earthquake has a higher magnitude,

6  of course the response of the ground will be bigger,

7  will be stronger. And if the earthquake is not high

8  magnitude, then the needle of the machine will be

9 different. You see, every faulting line can

10 produce, so I don't think there is any difference if

11 an earthquake happened to the bridge from Hayward or

12 from San Andreas.

13 But there is difference between the
1

14 earthquake in itself. Has nothing to do with the

15 two earthquakes faulting, one bigger or one smaller.

16 I don't think that's the real case.

17 The second point, as I understand the west

18 bay anchor, there will be anchor for the suspended

19 bridge there. We call it anchor. Actually, it's

20 just foundation there. It's a f6undation.

21 The west anchor lies on a very weak

22  subground, very weak foundation, so the magnitude of

23  design must be higher. According to my idea, should
2

24  be designed with a magnitude 8.5.  8.5.

25 But the other two foundations, one for the

5
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1  central tower, another for the east anchor, both are

2  on the island, Treasure Island. Both are on the

3 island. The island has got a very nice foundation,

4  very strong foundation. I don't think you need to          2

5  design these two foundations with a higher Cont.

6  magnitude.  Probably now they are topped 7.25. But

7  I still think that's not good enough. I propose to

8  raise it to magnitude 8. That's all.

9 MS. ZHANG: I think his idea is, my

10  understanding, is for the Oakland side should be,

11 you know, for design for 8.5. But the other two

12 should be just design for 8.

13 So three acre not the same, for the same

14 grade. You know, the north part is higher. The

15 two -- the other two need to be the lower.

16 DR. ZHANG:
My reasonings are based on my                       

17  experience on two earthquakes, one the San Francisco

18 earthquake occurred in 1906, and the Loma Prieta

19 earthquake occurred in 1989. What my basis are on

20 these two earthquakes. I have my reasons, you see.

21 MS. ZHANG: You can fax to my fax number.

22 415-750-5001. Just to me now. I can, you know,

23 give it to him. Then I can show him anything if

24 from Caltrans.

255

-

C
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":Tr,             STATEMENT BY KURT FARRY
...

3 MR. FARRY: I'm a sixth and fifth

3  generation Californian. And my grandparents have

4  both survived an earthquake.

5            And my point is, being that there is a

6  structure that is already there, still has utility,

17  the current crossing structure could better be used

8  by mass transit or light rail, could be used for

9  transportation to San ·Francisco or, as an

10 alternative, for even pedestrian or bike traffic if

11 reinforced on a slower rate.

12 I know the current plan is to use the --

13 and fast track the brand new replacement bridge and

14 then to tear out the existing one. I think the

15 money spent for tearing out -- which I'm sure is

16 some considerable amount -- would better be used to

17 reinforce on a slower basis, possibly using some of

18 the tolls from the current or the newer bridge, to

19  be used also to reinforce and maybe light rail and

20  pedestrian and bike traffic on the top, therefore

21  leaving the other span for automobile and commuter

22 use only. Basically, the uses of that are multiple.

23  But the fact of spending money to tear something

24  down, that already still has utility, makes no sense

'2-52    · to  · me.

7
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Dl         I was talking to some of the other      1
6  consultants here about the safety hazard, and I'm

3  well aware that in an event of catastrophic quake,

4  the current bridge does present a safety hazard.

S  However, if it is not something that has to be done

6  quickly, that it could even languish for several

7 years while it is being reinforced, I think it might

8  even be reinforced through private funds.

9            I can imagine also Southern Pacific and

10 other entities might be interested in getting in

11 there as a quick commuter rail to tie in there or

12 just as a merchant lane or something like that, big

13 trucks that might be used on the road. So I think

14 tearing it down would be a real waste of money.

15
Thank you.                                                               16 One more comment. I do believe the

17 southern crossing has more merit in that much of the

18 traffic that is currently crossing the San Francisco

19 Bay bridge goes south of San Francisco to southern

20 areas, Brisbane, San Mateo, what-have you -- all the      2

21 way to San Mateo. And it seems to make sense that

22 the southern crossing would take the weight off the

23 northern crossing, and then we can still work on a

24 retrofit for the existing bridge.

25.

8
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              STATEMENT
BY DAVID FAVELLO

'2                            MR. FAVELLO: Well, I talked with a number

3  of the representatives here from Caltrans, and one

4  of them, when I asked what the purpose of the bridge

5  is, I was told it's to carry people from one side to

6  the other.

7           Through the many hearings that I have

8  attended with respect to the design of the bridge,

9  one of the major considerations for the MTC was

10  motorists' views. How people driving a car are
-i

"      supposed_tolook_at_the_sigh,.   " •-•.•- •«.«_
12 But by MTC's own figures, 68 percent of

13 the motorists commuting to and from -- 68 percent of

14 commuters are motorists in single occupancy

15 vehicles. And by the year 2018 there should be 1.1

16 million more cars in the Bay Area. And this bridge

17  is being built with virtually the same capacity as

18 the one it's replacing.

19 And this disturbs me when I'm looking at

20 the Draft Environmental Impact S€atement, '·it lists

21 air quality --

8.23.SnG--taKLiERacts. But in the

22  same report it says that the Bay Area does not meet
- -

23 federal and state ozone standards and that we are

24  mandated to meet them by the year 2000.
-

25,   Cha-Vi p., And  this bridge doesn't include  any
- --J

elI

9
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rfi ¥S-f-ficient transportation means that would   help

x2 'tiieduce pollution such as rail lines, or it doesn't

3 'include a path that would encourage use by making it      1

4  pleasant to ride something that isnot subjected to

5  car exhaust directly, or something that would be

6    quiet and pleasant  to  ride.

7            In the noise section of the Environmental

8  Impact Statement there was a special seismic

9  measurement done by Highway 80, measuring 90 and 91

10 decibels. And what they talk is acceptable in a

11  developed area, the highest I saw in the report was

12 72 decibels. Somebody suggested I wear ear plugs.

13 California Vehicle Code states I can't wear ear

14  plugs or headphones while riding my bicycle or

2
15 driving a car

16 And in the design process for the bike

-17  path, people are concerned with the noise.  And the

18  way to help mitigate the effects was to lower the

-19 path below deck so that the noise would go over our

220 heads. But that was not a plan that was approved.

:il In another .report, the Visual Impact _

  2  Assessment, I noticed

that fewer types from the

2.1  bridge were highway users, recreationalists,

gs ·leurists in motor vehicles,   and   I   saw no mention   of                 3

&hl·views from the bridge from the path of

10
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Inm  edestrians, bike pedestrians or bicyclists. And        -
1 '- I   £.,I I
'2· *that some of the criteria used was perceived safety       3

·r ;·'.r:

3  and not actual safety in ways to mitigate any Cont.

4  perceived unsafe condition did not seem to be

S  addressed in the below deck path option in the way

6  of call boxes or cameras. And I still don't
.--

7  understand motorists views are included, why that's
  4<

8  an important.

9            Having attended the bike pedestrian

10  advisory committee meeting comprised of key members

11 from the ad hoc bicycle alternat-transit and/
12 public access groups, I was a palled, at the way

13 these were run. Anybody off the street could walk         S

14 in and vote, whether they followed the process from

15 the beginning or they didn't know a thing about it.

16 They coul'(=. To me it didn't seem

17 representhfve of the bicycling community.

18 (Ending time: 8:00 p.m.)

19

20

21
.....

22

23 .

9.4, i

11
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       REP

ORTER'S CE
RTIFICAT

144

i ,,4.         I, SHARON LANCASTER, CSR No. 5468,
0,

5  Certified Shorthand Reporter, certify:
f f

6 That the foregoing proceedings were taken
i

7  before me at the time and place therein set forth;

8           That the Transcript of Proceedings were

9  recorded stenographically by me and were thereafter
,

10 -transcribed;

11           That the foregoing is a true and correct

12  transcript of my shorthand notes so taken.

13 I further certify that I am not a relative

14 :lor employee of any attorney or of any of the
1                                  -\

15  parties, nor financially interested in the action. .16 I declare under penalty of perjury under

17  the laws of California that the foregoing is true
I

18 and correct.

19 Dated this 27th day of October, 1998.

4                  do,A- c4«»JI»
3112 SHARON LANCASTER, C.S.R. NO. 5468
 23:

i
12
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 PORTER' S CERTIFICATION OF CERTIFIED COPY

I, SHARON LANCASTER, CSR No. 5468, a

84  e'Ptified Shorthand Reporter in the State of/ r'-
W fornia. certify that the foregoing pages 1

  gh 12, constitute a true and correct copy ofr fth* original Transcript of Proceedings taken on
M **:.,I,
i-.October 20, 1998.

'K-   I declare under penalty of perjury under

  s of the State of California that the

  ing  is  true

and correct.

<                             Dated this 27th day of October. 1998

R ·                                                       A.....       g„»«f9                SHARON LANCASTER, C.S.R. NO. 54680
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Youling Zhang

Comment 1
Please see Appendix K- Seismic Design for a discussion of seismic design factors.

Comment 2
The Engineering Design Advisory Panel (EDAP) concluded that the replacement
alternative designs met and exceeded the seismic design criteria established for the
project.

Kurt Farry

Comment 1
The USCG requires that bridges that are replaced (except those elements which are
incorporated into a new bridge) be removed down to the Bay bottom (please see letter
from the U.S. Coast Guard dated August  12,  1998 in Appendix G - Agency
Consultation Letters).

Even if this requirement were not in place, the existing structure would still require
retrofitting to prevent seismic failure. Retrofitting the existing bridge would cost
approximately $0.9 billion. Funding does not currently exist to retrofit and also replace
the existing bridge. During a major earthquake, the existing unretrofitted bridge may

  experience multiple-span failure.  If this bridge were used for bicycle/pedestrian traffic
or rail, there could be loss of life or serious injury in an earthquake.

There would also be the issue of where the existing bridge would connect to land.  The
new bridge would have to tie into existing roadways which currently connect to the
existing bridge. Therefore, new ramps and/or connections would have to be designed
and constructed for the existing bridge. This would not be part of the East Span
Project.

Overall, it would be better to construct a new rail crossing to current seismic standards
rather than try to use the existing bridge after a replacement bridge is constructed.

Comment 2
The purpose of the East Span Project is to provide a lifeline crossing between YBI and
the Oakland Touchdown area. Consideration of additional Bay crossings is beyond the
scope of the project. Construction of an additional crossing instead of providing a
lifeline East Span structure would be inconsistent with project purpose and need and
outside the scope of this project. The existing East Span of the SFOBB would still
need to be retrofitted or replaced to prevent collapse in the event of a maximum
credible earthquake (MCE). Caltrans is responsible for safety on its transportation
facilities. Leaving the existing bridge in use, which could lead to possible loss of life in
an MCE, would be contrary to Caltrans' obligation to the public.
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MTC will address the need for and feasibility of additional Bay
crossings as part of its               Bay Crossing Study to be completed  by fall 2002 (please see Section 2.5.2 - MTC

SFOBB Rail Feasibility Study). This study will address non-SFOBB transbay rail
crossings, including new tubes for BART, additional or expanded auto bridges and
enhancements to existing transbay transit sources such as BART, transbay buses, and
ferries.

David Favello

Comment 1
The project's Purpose and Need is very specific: to provide a seismically safe
vehicular lifeline connection. Caltrans' focus on seismic safety to the exclusion of
congestion relief was intentional, because Caltrans considers the need for improved
seismic safety in this corridor to be paramount. Because of the project's size, it has led
some members of the regional community to advocate for multiple purposes that
address congestion relief in addition to safety. However, expanding the scope of the
project to include congestion relief would have resulted in lengthy public and agency
debate about how best to implement a congestion relief solution, with the result that the
seismic safety component of the project would have been substantially delayed.
Caltrans anticipates beginning construction of this critical safety project   in  late 2001.
This would not have been possible if the scope of the project had included congestion
relief. The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) conducts the regional
transportation planning process and prepares the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP),
which addresses the transportation needs of the nine-county Bay Area region.

The East Span Project is a component of MTC's RTP.  The RTP has been tested and
found to conform to federal and regional air quality mandates. Please see Section
4.4.3 - Air Quality Conformity for a description of the project's air quality conformity
determination.

In response to requests for a study of passenger rail options in the Bay Bridge corridor,
MTC is currently studying transit service options in the Transbay Corridor, especially
the possibility of rail. Studies already completed by MTC include a long-term capital
and operating cost analysis for various transit options for the Transbay Transit Terminal
and a feasibility analysis of rail on the SFOBB. A study examining the possibility of non-
SFOBB transbay rail crossings will be completed in fall 2002.  The East Span
replacement alternatives would not preclude rail should these studies find rail feasible
and decision-makers choose to fund and construct a rail system as a separate future
project on the SFOBB East Span. See Section 2.5 - Accommodation of Multi-Modal
Strategies in the FEIS for additional details of the studies completed or currently being
conducted by MTC.

Bicycle/pedestrian facility designs were evaluated as part of a collaborative effort
involving Caltrans, MTC, and BPAC. Alternative configurations and features for the
facility were discussed and analyzed based on user preferences and technical input
though a series of workshops. A final recommendation was made by MTC that the
single path on the south side should be included in the replacement bridge

designs.              
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(Section 2.7.9- Design Variations Considered). Other design alternatives have been
withdrawn from further consideration.

Comment 2
Noise levels for bicycle/pedestrian path users were estimated by Caltrans at 82-84 dBA
Leci This noise level is typical of being in a busy restaurant or in the kitchen with a
garbage disposal running and requires shouting to be heard at 1 meter (3.3 feet); most
people would perceive the noise as being loud. Two cyclists riding single-file would
have difficulty communicating by shouting. The U.S. Occupational Safety & Health
Administration (OSHA) has established a health-based criteria of exposure for eight
hours to noise levels of 90 dBA. This level was selected to prevent hearing damage in
most individuals who are subjected to the noise level for a 40-hour work week over ten
years. Because noise levels on the bridge would be substantially lower than the OSHA
standard and people would be subjected to it for a period much shorter than the eight-
hour period assumed for the standard, exposure to typical noise levels on the bridge
would not cause permanent hearing damage.

Also, Caltrans performed a noise study of the bicycle path beside Route 24 between
Orinda and Lafayette in Contra Costa County. Noise readings of 82 dBA were
measured, approximately the same level that is expected for the path on the East
Span.  Therefore, East Span path users should expect to have similar noise conditions
to those experienced by bicycle path users on Route 24. Details about the Route 24
study can be found in Section 4.5.2 - Noise on the Bicycle/Pedestrian Path of the
FEIS.

Preference for a depressed bicycle/pedestrian path is noted. Although differences
among members of the cycling community concerning the design of the
bicycle/pedestrian path have been stated, the FEIS includes one of the path
configurations that was recommended by the BPAC.  The BPAC served as the forum
for over 40 groups representing the interests of potential path users.

Comment 3
Visual simulations from the bicycle/pedestrian path were not done as part of the DEIS
or Visual Impact Assessment. The bicycle/pedestrian path that would be constructed
as part of the replacement alternatives would be located along the south side of the
new bridge.  As a result, the views from the path would be primarily to the south.  The
predominant visual images in the viewshed would vary depending on the direction of
travel.  In the westbound direction, the predominant visual images would include the
Bay, downtown and southern portions of San Francisco, the hills of the Peninsula, and
YBI.   In the eastbound direction the predominant visual images would include the Bay,
the Port of Oakland, the Oakland Touchdown area, the City of Oakland and downtown
skyline, and the East Bay hills.

The views from the path would be unique and spectacular because this vantage point
does not currently exist on the East Span and the view from the path would be
unobstructed.
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Please see response to Comment 2 above regarding the path selection process.
Design refinements to the bicycle/pedestrian path would continue to occur during the
final design process if a replacement alternative is approved.  The path design
includes lighting, belvederes, and call boxes which would help to improve conditions
on the path.

Comment 4
The views of motorists traveling on the bridge were evaluated because motorists
represent one of the primary user groups that experience the East Span on a daily
basis.  It is important to note that vehicles include passengers as well. Drivers on the
East Span should not be looking at the view, but rather focusing on driving and traffic
around them. This would also be true for bicyclists using the bicycle path on the
bridge. However, because of the beautiful views afforded by the elevated vantage
point of the East Span, drivers and especially passengers tend to glance at the views
around them while traveling. Often slow traffic allows more time to take in the views
from the East Span. Since most people experience the East Span by driving across it
in a car or truck as either a driver or passenger, simulations depicting the changes that
would be seen from this perspective are appropriate.

Comment 5
As mentioned in Appendix E - Consultation and Coordination, the members of the
BPAC were selected by the various groups interested in advocating a
bicycle/pedestrian path on the SFOBB. Caltrans did not participate in any selection
process within these organizations, nor did Caltrans have any input as to how the
group operated or voted.
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l               SAN FRANCISCO BAY BRIDGE
2

EAST SPAN SEISMIC SAFETY PROJECT
3

OPEN HOUSE FORUM
4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13 TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS, taken at J.F.

14 Kennedy Library, Santa Clara Street, Vallejo,

15 California, commencing at 5:00 p.m., Thursday,

16 October 22, 1998, before Sharon Lancaster, CSR No.

17 5468.

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

2
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1 I N D E X

2

3  STATEMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC: PAGE

4

5  DAN RODRIGUES                                      4

6  BYRON YOUNG                                        5

7  AUSTIN GIBBON                                      5

8  DWAYNE McDOWELL                                    5

9  JAMIE CHKPIN                                       6

10

11
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<           16
17

18
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1 STATEMENT BY DAN RODRIGUES

2            MR. RODRIGUES: First I'd like to say:

3  Keep the trains off the bridge. If you want trains

4  crossing the bridge, they should be built with their      1

5  own facilities, to fit their own needs.

6 Second , provide benches for the
7  pedestrians on the pedestrian and bicycle lanes.           2

8  Yes.

I think there should be separation between          3
9  pedestrians and bicycles.

10 The self-anchored suspension bridge is a

11 good design. It is neat looking and it provides a

12 nice view of the East Bay in the eastbound 4

13 direction. I like it.

14 Let's go. oh. One thing. It may not be

15 the proper forum, but I'm going to say it anyway.

16 The toll bridge. Currently people using the bridge                    

17 from the Oakland side have to pay a toll to cross

18 the bridge even if they're going halfway across.

19 People from San Francisco pay no toll to get to           5

20 Yerba Buena or Treasure Island.

21 I don't think that's fair. I think if

22  you're going to collect any tolls, you should

23 collect tolls from any everybody in every direction.

24 And the bicycles should pay tolls, too.

25

4
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1 RIAIRMANT BY BYRQN YOUAJ

2            MR. YOUNG: Just a brief one.

3            I would hope that they put a high priority

4  on including a bridge -- Imean a bicycle route

5  across the bridge. I feel that bicycle                  1

6  transportation is something that is just beginning
7  to develop in the Bay Area, and I think by the time

8  the bridge is finished, there'll be considerable use

9  of a bike path. That's it.

10

11 STATEMENT BY AUSTIN GIBBON

12 · MR. GIBBON: I'm pleased.
It's nice.           1

13 Thanks.

14

15 STATEMENT BY DWAYNE McDOWELL

16 MR. McDOWELL: I'm just concerned that I

17 think they need rail service other than just the

18 two. That's my only comment. I understand the

19 difficulties, or at least I heard some of the             1

20 difficulties about doing that. But I just think

21 that would help ease traffic a lot. Thank you.

22 I thing the bridge actually looks- very
2

23 nice. I kind of hope for that nice looking one.

24////

25////

S
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-I-I--Ill-/.===:==,  -7.

1                      22ZE#INX-2
2            MS. CHAPIN: After having spent two hours

3  here, I find it quite fascinating in the sense that

4  visually I do not care for the particular bridge

5  design.

6 MR. CHAPIN: The self-anchored suspension

7 MS. CHAPIN: I don't know like that part

8  because as you go into it, as you look at it

9  optically, it makes you fell like You're coming in-

10 to a huge spider web. I don't care for that at all.

11 I think there are other bridges, like the

12  bridge down in Pasadena, which is aesthetically

13 very, very gorgeous not only in daytime but at night

14 also. It's called an arched bridge. It's very,

15 very nice.                                                 1

16
I gather they had a requirement that it                     

17 had to be 500 feet. And this would meet the goal of

18 SOO feet. Right now it's 520 feet. It's 520 feet

19 now, I believe, or 540, whatever. It will actually

20  meet the requirements as with this arched bridge.

21 So I think that they ought to seriously --

22 this committee of 30 -- think of perhaps considering

23  this for the first time, or considering it. I have

24  no idea if they ever conoidered it in the first

25 place.

6
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1            I thank you for considering this comment.

2  Thank you so much.

3             (Ending time: 8:00 p.m.)

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25
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1                  REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE

2

3

4           I, SHARON LANCASTER, CSR No. 5468,

5  Certified Shorthand Reporter, certify:

6           That the foregoing proceedings were taken

7  before me at the time and place therein set forth;

8           That the Transcript of Proceedings were

9  recorded stenographically by me and were thereafter

10 transcribed;

11 That the foregoing is a true and correct

12  transcript of my shorthand notes so taken.

13 I further certify that I am not a relative

14  or employee of any attorney or of any of the

15  parties, nor financially interested in the action.

16 I declare under penalty of perjury under                    

17 the laws of California that the foregoing is true

18 and correct.

19 Dated this 27th day of October, 1998.

20

21 b LRLLY--_Ci  »S»_ ---_-
22 SHARON LANCASTER, C.S.R. NO. 5468

23

24

25
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              Dan Rodrigues
Comment 1
Preference to exclude rail from replacement alternatives is noted. The Metropolitan
Transportation Commission (MTC) is currently studying transit service options in the
Transbay Corridor, especially the possibility of rail (see Section 2.5 - Accommodation
of Multi-modal Strategies). The East Span replacement alternatives would not preclude
rail options should the MTC studies find them feasible and decision-makers choose to
fund them as a separate future project on the SFOBB.

Comment 2
Caltrans will continue to work with the BPAC to address path design refinements.  The
current design of the path does not include benches. It would require additional
funding from MTC to include benches.

Comment 3
The proposed bicycle/pedestrian path on a replacement East Span would be 4.7
meters (15.5 feet) wide. This width exceeds Caltrans' standards for shared Class I bike
paths. The pavement on the path would be differentiated for bicyclists and pedestrians
by different colors.

Comment 4
Preference for a self-anchored suspension design variation is noted.

Comment 5
Toll bond covenants lay out requirements and authority for toll collection. Tolls may be
collected in one direction of toll bridges as long as enough revenue is collected to pay
for bridge maintenance, bridge operations, and debt service. Collecting tolls in two
directions is permissible. Historically, tolls were collected for both directions on the
SFOBB. The conversion to collection of tolls in a single direction was made to reduce
staffing costs and to reduce the inconvenience to the traveling public. Collecting tolls
in both directions would require a new toll plaza, which would increase staffing costs
and require new right-of-way in San Francisco, on YBI, or at the Oakland Touchdown.
It is reasonable to expect public and political opposition to toll collection in both
directions, both for reasons of travelers' inconvenience and because of right-of-way
that would need to be taken from other existing or proposed land uses.

The California Transportation Commission (CTC) is the entity authorized to set tolls.
Caltrans does not set tolls.  The CTC could consider setting tolls for bicyclists.
However, bicycles are considered a mode of transportation that reduces air pollution.
As a result, agencies that oversee air quality issues are expected to oppose tolls for
bicycles because such tolls would be a disincentive for travelers to switch from using
single-occupancy vehicles.
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Byron Young                                                                                            
Comment 1
Preference for inclusion of a bicycle/pedestrian path as part of the East Span Project is
noted. The East Span replacement alternatives includes a bicycle/pedestrian path.

Austin Gibbon

Comment 1
Comment noted.

Dwayne McDowell

Comment 1
The commenter notes an understanding of the difficulties associated with placing rail
on the replacement structures while supporting future rail service.  MTC is currently
studying transit service options in the Transbay Corridor, especially the possibility of
rail (see Section 2.5 - Accommodation of Multi-modal Strategies).  The East Span
replacement alternatives would not preclude transit options should the MTC studies
find them feasible and decision-makers choose to fund them as a separate future
project on the SFOBB.

Comment 2
Comment noted.

Jamie Chapin

Comment 1
The East Span Project has benefited from an extensive public outreach process
(please see Appendix E - Consultation and Coordination). Through the MTC Bay
Bridge Task Force and its Engineering Design Advisory Panel (EDAP), a multi-day
workshop was held in which bridge design proposals were presented and evaluated.
Designs were presented by local and international design proponents. As design
options were narrowed through the public process conducted by the Task Force and
its EDAP, public polls sponsored by local newspapers were conducted.  As a result of
the process, MTC did not recommend further study of an arched structure.
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Department of the Army 8/6/1999

To: Mara Melandry/D04/Caltrans/CAGov

cc: 'White, Shivaun SPN" <swhite@spd.usace.army.mil>

8/6/99

Subject DMMP

Mara,

The Coms has completed its review if the June 1999 edition of the Dredged
Material .Management Plan for the San Francisco - Oakland Bay Bridge East
Span Seismic Safety Project. The comments that could be made would be
regarding details about other agencies or other agency interests.  Such
comments would be better and more accurately addressed by such agencies
themselves, should they desire to do so.

Therefore, we find thatwe have ho                1further comments to make on the document

                                Rob LawrenceSan Francisco District, Corps of Engineers
Project Manager
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Department of the Army Corps of Engineers E-mail dated 8/6/1999

Comment 1
Your comments are appreciated.
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U.S. Department /  Commonder Coast Gusrd Island. Bldg. 540
of Transportatio

n    
Maintenonce & Logisdcs Alameda CA 945014100
Command Pacific Staff Symbol:   ($)

United States //IG#Ul/ Phone:    010) 4374512
Coast Guard //Elll  FAX: (510) 437.5753

16475

21 July 1999

Mr. Dcnis Mulligan
District Division Chief
Toll Bridge Program
P. O. Box 23660

Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Dcar Mr. MuUigan:

Wc have reviewed your Dredged Material Management Plan for the San Francisco - Oaldand
Bay Bridge Rast Span Seismic Safely Project and have no comments- MY Point ofcontact for

1environmental mallcrs is Ms. Carol Meyer.  Please do nothesitateto contacther at (510) 437-
35 11 ifyou have any qucstions.

Sincerely,

Abckw
6Kain, U. S. 060 Guard
Chief, Civll Eil:Nlecring Division
Maintenance & Logistics Command Pacific
By direction ofthe Commander
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United States Coast Guard Letter dated 7/21/1999

Comment 1
Thank you for responding.
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1*1 '9"3""UL'Ci•'Slat1*.'65'7'1 46' 49902,
UNrrED STATES ENVIRONN     "FAX   TRANSMITTAL  .       t..p*,*.5--

RE %0#1.     A A : P."M
"=r#INMA,trWHIA   .4*,p   MWL, 14•,u   , M-•           £11 /

San Franclso .. .-    I.

-' · 2.86-43 74 6'Aug N- 1,0.0,4 n= 4.•mi-,m

Mr. J*fircy A. Lindley  .
Division Administmtor

               .Fed=at Highmiys Adm isimhon, Califori  Division
i980 9th Stiee< S» 400
'Sacramento, Califomia 95814

Dcar Afr.1.indley:

,Iliankyoufbr ute oppartunity to reviewfhe mviscd Ih dgcd Mal,irial Managernes* Plan for the
San Franciseo-Oakland Bay B:idge BastSpan Pmject (DMMP) dded.Ame 1999. ne revised
DMMP Icflects the:ongoing effbrts of our respective staff since November  1998 and we
appreciate Federal HighwayB and um California Depmtment of :[!lansportmon. (Caltrans)
considering EPA's comments on the admihistoaive dre:& DMMP ill preparing this:revised
documentiWe have.reviewed the DMMP,and provide our comma,1# in accotdance with die
Clean'War Act'(including the Sectiob 404(b)(1) Guideline4 Clean Air Act md lhe National'
Ebvironmental Poli(HAct Our comments are also based on theproposed project's conmist=y
with ue Long Tam Minagemi:Sta*egy for dredged. maidal management·in the'San
Francisco Bay arca (LTMS).

Di:posal Alten,#u

EPA.Immends the Froponcnt agencies br uie:improvement,in fhe discussion,of 'disposal,
alfprn*tives. We  nrur with the selection of Opdon A as the pmfErred alt n ve mid Least                       1
Em,ironmeni ] ly Damaging Practicable Alt=nativd (I.EDPA).  We recommend Option F if
·Option A is dct=mined to bo not practicable.

Bridge Alignment Alternative

IheDMMPdoesnotids,lifythebridgealis,imentditwould.bepartofthopreiSmudaltonlalive
or LEDPA. It dog *Owevg deecribe six pncticable altninatives: Alignme 'N-6, with
maximunlivolomeandareaofdrcdging;AlignmeniN.6,witl trestle/ lsewodg AlignmmtN-2,
mgximmn dredging: Alignment N-2, treatlelhlsewort Alignment,S.4, Inmdinum«.dredging;
Alignmat  S-4, trede/falsework> The DNEMP  indic:*s  that'*lignmfmin N-6'lind  N.2  are
expected to result in essentially the same impagk

2
Based on.info:malim in un DMMP. 155 Supplemental Draft SecSon 4(0 Evaloation and the
Dmft EIS for thz pmject, EPA has detcrminedths fallowing

•    Ak=native S# wouldimpactatotal of 0.64 acresof special aqi*tic sites (eelgrass beds and
mudfa,);
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-      Alt,trnAtive S-4 Slm bas the least adverge effect on historical resomoes,  but is ecpected toh aveagrgierimpactonpote)681 Section 4(0 resol ocs(ag, publiojarks, 366mationaress),
specifically, the proposed Gteway PA at the Oakiand touchdown.,

•      The  two  proposed  northern  atigomentz (N-2 40,d  N-6)  would  impact between  2.2  *creClowerlimit" dredging *cenario) md 7.l  aores Copper limif') of special aquatic site4                             2-     Constnlotion  of Altvinativo N-6  or N-2  using  #cstletillsewok  ratlier  than  diedging a Cont.constniction access channel zeducesimpactsto aqudicre,O,1:roc:Ietativetol|te *upperlirriit'
dredging scenario.

•     The N-2 or N-6  aligoment with #stlealseum,k would ptoduce the minimum  volimie ofdredgedn rial, and therefo ise*pectedtoresultinthentinimum impacts stinydisposal
Site(s).

We look forward to working with yoe agency and Cal#ansio develop a prete:red alternative
and LEDPAalignment

Compensatoey Mitigatina

EPAconeurs wilhthepropose(13:1 oompeasatorymiti:*Sonratiofitrfheloss of special aquatic       1  3sites..Consistent withthe SAction.404 (b)(1) Guidelines,howevcr, p#u strongly wcommend that           ilanmr..f-Ymitiguimlwn„derl,ken *odwuiciofpemittedactionslhat will impactmitori          I   4
oflhe U.S.   MorcoveE; 1116DMMP ncither fully detribes theliming ortype of mitigalion that           I   5is planned. nor does it idc ilify poten#al mi#gation si (s). We wooId like to wolk with your           I
agency and Caltrans to address *Us issne pdor to pubtioation ofihe FEIS.

Consistate with LTME

With respect to theDMMP's disoos:ion of theproposed 24eors consistaner with LTMS, we                                                       wishroclci»somemisconcephonsinSection 6.1 offhedocomenCWe rotell:atbofh 1997and1998 wereunumaiyears:,=regards"newwozr dredgingprqiects inS:nfrmciscoBay.During
uwacycars, twon or port deepeigpojects, atthePot ofO daad and Pmt ofRiek=ni
occurred. The voh,nies of dredged makrial associated withmese pmjects skewed both thetotal
volume oftnatctial dredged in the Bay, as wellasthepetcestage ofln lerial disposed atthe SmmFrancisco Deep Ooran Disposal Site (SF-DC)DS). 71=se trmo projects do not oonstitute a *rapid
increame in new projecte' a: st,lod on page 6-2, but.rather a one.lime confluence of two 11*or
projects.

6
Citing tbe relatively.high perccniazes of new watk dredging vol nes in 1997 and  1998, the
DMMP StzIES that s shortooming oftheLTMS is a "lack offorecastofthe relative contribrdons
ofroutine (maintcnince) andnew mirkprojects".As disc%,siodabove*howcver, 1997 *n,11998
are  not indicative of nonnal citmmstanccs in dle Bay arce  and the LTMS  dredging volume
forecast appropriatoly focuses.an m,inknines projects. The DMMP 8180 states th*t L™S
po]icy is to disoo=age in-Bay disposal of dredged ItmteriaL LTMS policy is to discourage aU
in.Bay disposal reoognizing thit practicable *ltem*ives may not aist ibr all projects. For
example, the Corps is ptoposing to dispose maint:nance mafedal iom the Port of Oakland at
SF-DODS fhis liacal year. In addition, the Pottof Oakland'sproposed 50-foot deepeni:,8 (pew
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                                   work) projedt is expected tousenearly 100% ofthe dredged material,bettefidally (at H*nilton
and in the Middle Harbor Rdb*hhoement Project).

TheDMMP:also suggests.thatdredgedmatbrial volumesassociatdd,*ithille odginallyproposed
- "   -.

San'Francisco· Oakland:Bay Bddge (SFO-BB) retrofitproject (determined suitable for in-Bay
disposal,in  1997) may be considered an "allolment" thatthe project proponents can "bank on".
Thisis anilsconception. TheLTMSagencieshavenotissued allotmants bianydmdgers-andam            7
unlikely to do·so until after the LIMS Management Plan is completed (in fiscal year 2000).
Caltrans should not·expect the regtilatory agenciesto consider the decision regarding the retrofit
projepi in their,tevlituation: of ihe proposed project's disposal alternatives ,(except as daia
available in Tier 1').

Air Quality and General  Conformiiy.

In the DMMP, Caltrans statesfthat the FHWA has concluded that "the Bast Spiin Project is      
subjectto the Transportation Conformity Rule andthus doesnotrequirea Clean Air Actgeneral
(36/ormily Assessment.n  F6r ille following·*easons, EPA.disagrees with your position,and
conchides that a general conformity assessment is required for the noh-transportation federal
actions related to the Bay:Bridge, such as theACOE § 404 pennit, unless emissions from those.
actions have beenincluded ina conforming transportationplanandtransportationimprovement
program.

Although a:basis for the determination is hot stated, we assume it is for the reason stated
,previously to EPA in aMarch 10, 1999 conference:call-thegene l confonnity criterion found
at §,934158(a)(5)(ii). That criterion staies that an·action can be·found toconformif

The a8tion (orporti6n theidof), as determined bytheMPO,is·specifically included ina

                                                                   current transportdon plan·and
transportauon improvement program which have been              8

found to conform to tile applicable SIP under 40 CFRpart 51, subpart T,·or40 CFRpart
93, subpart A.

EPA,disagrees with your apsessment ofthe effect of this criterion. This provision provides that
a generalconfonnity determinaboncanbemadeforactionrthathavebeenincludedinplansand
TIPs thatlhave previously been foundto conform under the transportation conformity rule.   In
these situatibns, the actionthat thecriterion speaks ofis not the overall project but the actions
that bigger the general conformity requirements. Since transportation actions, such as FHWA
approval. of some aspect of atransportation project, are exempt from the general conformity
requirements  (see  §,93.153(a)),. it. follows  that tile  use of the  word  "action"  in the general
conformity regulations.mbans:thosefedsral adtiondthatactuallylkiggergeneial conformity, i.e.,
the.C,WA'§ 404 permit and·the Coast Guard permit·(see the definition.df"federal action"  at 40
CFR'§ 93.152).

The criterion found at § 93.158(a)(5)(ii) is applicable, however, onlyifthe emissions from'those
actions were actually assessed aspartofthetransportationconformitydeterminations fortheBay
Bridge project EPA is not aware that any of the tcansportation confonnity.determinations
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associated with this project have included the emissions from these federal actions. We
understind that the only emissions that have been included in the transportalion conformity
determinations for this project are vehicular emissions from traffic using the bridge.

EPA'sinterpretationoftheinterplaybetweentransportationandgeneral conformityissupported
not only by a reading ofthe regulations but also by previously issued EPA guidance on this
matter. Thepreambletoproposedrulestates.thattheuriterionfoundat93.158(a)(5)(ii) "proposes
that vehicular activity from a Federal action may be determined to conform with the air quality
criteria ifthe Federal action and its vehicular activityis specifically included in the conforming
[plan and TIP] for the area." 58 Fed. Reg. 13845 (Much 15, 1993). Inthepreamble to final rule,
EPA acknowledges thattheproposalprovidesthat "aFederal actionthatisspecifically included
in a confbrming transportation plan would be detetmined to conform" and states that the "final
rule isclarified toindicate thaftheMPOmusidetenninethatan action 'is:,pecifically included'
in a conforming plan since the MPO  is likely to be better qualified..."  58 Fed. Reg. 63241
(November 30, 1993).

The General Conformity Questions and Answers (July 13,1994) provideasimilarinterpretation          8
in answering the question "How do the transportation and general conformity rules work Cont.
together?":

If the action (or pordon  of it)  is subject to the  transportation conibrmity  rule,  then  the
action (or portion) isprcsumed to conform Ifthc action (or porjon ofit) is notsubject
to the transportation conformity rule is specifically included in a current conforming
Iplan and TIP], then documentation of this is sufflcient to determine that the action (or
portion) confolms under the general conformity rule. However, any project emissions
not accounted for under the transportation conformity regulations would have to be
analyzed according to the requirements set forth by the gent:ral conformity rule                       
gransporttion Confomlity, Question 1(a), p. 30.

It is clear from these pmamble and Q&A discussions that for thjs criteriort to be applicable, the
emissions fromthe federal actiontriggering the general conformity mquirements (Le.. the 404
permit) woutdhavetobespecifically includedinthetransportationconfomiitydetcrmination(s).

In examining the calculated air quality emissions dataprovided in the DANIP, we believe that
there is a strong potential for the emissions of the Upper Dredging limit alternatives to have an
adverse affect on the Bay Area's air quality. The DMMP states that during a maximum daily         9
scenano an estimated3.8 tons ofNOx couldbegenerated. This could pose airquality problems,
particularly duringthesummermonths whenthe formation ofozoncis atits worst The potential
for fourtonsperday ofNOxtobe generaied for any number of days, is a compelling reason for
performing a general conformity analysis to determine exactly how much of an effect that may
have on Bay Area air quality. We strongly recommend thal FHWA and C!aliens together with            10
the Army Corps ofEngineers, work to pmform ageneral conformity analysis of the emissions
related totheDredging activities.ThisinformationshouldbeincludedintheFinalDMMP, since
it does have bearing onthe selection of tile LEDPA, as well as the FEIS.
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-- .

Conalii#b.
./

»,look.f8rward 16„yo:kil,g *ithPHWA. d Caltraos,66ward resoluum·of th*'remaintilli
Isgues. Please call'me at 415-744-1366, oryoursaff mi#Call ME.Davic. Farrel ofmy staffat
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United States Environmental Protection Agency Letter dated 8/2/99

Comment 1
Your concurrence for Option A as the preferred disposal option is noted.  Your
recommendation of Option F if Option A is not practicable is also noted.  The DMMP
indicates Option A as the preferred combined reuse/disposal site option based on the
information available at this time.

It should be noted that a Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative
(LEDPA) determination was made on the East Span Project as a whole (not just for
dredging and disposal options) in consultation with EPA and the ACOE. The dredged
material reuse/disposal options are not East Span Project alternatives; rather they are
options for disposal of dredged materials to be generated by any of the build
alternatives. The East Span Project is a seismic safety project, not a dredging project;
therefore the disposal of dredged material is not a factor in determining practicability or
comparing alternatives.

Comment 2
The bulleted list in the comment summarizes information presented in the DMMP.  The
FEIS includes refined discussions of dredging quantities, impacts, and appropriate
mitigation measures in Sections 4.9 - Natural Resources, 4.14.8 - Temporary
Impacts, Natural Resources, and 4.14.10 - Construction Excavation and Dredging.

Replacement Alternative N-6 has been identified as the Preferred
Alternative and                    LEDPA. The LEDPA was identified by EPA and the ACOE after publication of the

DMMP. See Section 2.2.6 of the FEIS for a summary of the LEDPA decision.

Comment 3
The DMMP addresses potential impacts to special aquatic sites resulting from
dredging and disposal activities. Special aquatic sites would also be impacted by
other construction activities and by the permanent placement of new structures, as
detailed in the FEIS. Caltrans has refined conceptual mitigation plans in consultation
with EPA, ACOE, USFWS, BCDC, RWQCB, and CDFG. Refined mitigation concepts
are presented in Section 4.9.6 - Natural Resources Mitigation and Section 4.14.8 -
Temporary Impacts, Natural Resources of the FEIS. The Conceptual Mitigation Plan for
Special Aquatic Sites can be found in Appendix N.

The 3:1 mitigation ratio had been presented as an expected replacement ratio based
on early consultation with resource agencies. In addition to on-site mitigation, the
resource agencies have agreed that off-site and out-of-kind mitigation is acceptable.

Comment 4
Where possible, off-site compensatory mitigation will be undertaken before or
concurrent with permitted actions that will impact special aquatic sites. Criteria for
screening potential mitigation measures for impacts to special aquatic sites place
emphasis on locating mitigation sites within or proximate to the project area. Therefore,
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construction sequencing may limit early implementation of some on-site mitigation
concepts.

Comment 5
The timing and type of compensatory mitigation that is planned, as well as possible
mitigation sites, have been further refined in the FEIS and the Conceptual Mitigation
Plan for Special Aquatic Sites. Modifications to design and construction options that
have taken place following the publication of the DMMP have enabled the development
of the Conceptual Mitigation Plan and selection of mitigation site options (see Appendix
N).  Caltrans has been working with the EPA, ACOE, BCDC, RWQCB, and other State
and Federal agencies through the ACOE's interagency meetings to coordinate the
mitigation program.  EPA, ACOE, and the USFWS have provided preliminary
agreement on the Conceptual Mitigation Plan. See Appendix F.

Comment 6
The years of  1997 and  1998 are clearly not indicative of past circumstances in the Bay
Area due to the confluence of major projects. However, given the long-term nature and
the scope of the major new projects presently occurring in the nine-county area, it is
possible that those dredging volumes are not a one-time occurrence.  The DMMP
recognizes the Long-Term Management Strategy (LTMS) policy of discouraging all
disposal into the Bay as well as the practical constraints in the implementation of that
policy. Consequently, the DMMP discusses and evaluates a range of alternatives to
disposal  into the Bay, including an option of 100 percent beneficial reuse of suitable
material at Hamilton or other upland/wetland sites that may become available in the

                  course of the East
Span Project.

Comment 7
The suitability determination for disposal of dredged materials from the Retrofit Existing
Structure Alternative at the Alcatraz site (SF-11) was made when the DMMO was
developing the DEIS for the LTMS. This suitability determination indicated that
dredged materials generated from East Span Project construction activities could be
similarly determined suitable for disposal into the Bay.

In developing disposal options, Caltrans did not assume that dredging quantities
permitted for the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative under the BCDC Road Map for
dredged material would also apply to the disposal for the replacement alternatives.
The DMMO has conducted a separate process to review the disposal options
associated with the replacement alternatives. A Sediment Sampling and Analysis
Report was completed by Caltrans in June 2000.  The DMMO reviewed the report and
issued its findings in a letter on October 31, 2000 (see Appendix G for a copy of the
letter).

The DMMO made the following conclusions regarding the disposal of dredged
materials:

1)  Up to 248,219 cubic meters (324,681 cubic yards) of site sediments are suitable for
unconfined aquatic disposal (in-Bay and deep ocean) and;
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2)  Up to 319,181 cubic meters (417,503 cubic yards) of site sediments are
suitable for           beneficial reuse at upland wetland sites.

The Sediment Sampling and Analysis Report completed in June 2000 showed similar
results to the Sediment Sampling and Analysis Report prepared for the Retrofit Existing
Structure Alternative.

Comment 8
FHWA and Caltrans have concluded that the East Span Project is subject to the
Transportation Conformity Rule and not the General Conformity Rule. Caltrans'
interpretation is that a transportation project which requires a federal action by either
FHWA or FTA is only subject to the Transportation Conformity Rule, even in cases
where there are additional actions by other federal agencies.

EPA's concern is based on an assumption that the Transportation Conformity Rule and
the conformity analysis for the East Span Project only addresses vehicular emissions
from traffic using the bridge. The Transportation Conformity Rule addresses
operational and construction impacts (40 CFR Parts 51  and 93, Sections 93.117,
93.122(d), and 93.123(c)(5)), and the FEIS for the East Span Project addresses project-
level operational impacts in Section 4.4 - Air Quality (project-level CO analysis) and
construction impacts in Section 4.14.4 - Construction-period Air Quality to
demonstrate project-level compliance with the requirements of the Transportation
Conformity Rule.  The East Span Project is also included in a conforming transportation
plan and program.

Caltrans would provide an air quality analysis for dredging activities to allow the ACOE
to fully comply with the Clean Air Act and issue its permit for the project.

Comment 9
The calculation of a worst-case day was performed to determine what might happen on
an absolute worst-case day.  It is not possible to estimate the probability of this
scenario happening or on how many days it might occur.

Since publication of the DMMP, the total project dredging emissions were subdivided
into annual emissions and then compared to de minimus thresholds.  It was determined
that there would be no exceedences of the thresholds, except for nitrogen oxides,
during the first year of construction when access dredging is conducted. Additional
evaluation of first-year construction activities and possible implementation of control
measures could be performed by the ACOE and Caltrans, if a general conformity
analysis is conducted by the ACOE.

Comment  10
Any general conformity analysis conducted by the ACOE would occur during the
permitting phase of the project.

The air quality emissions resulting from dredging were not included in the LEDPA
process because emissions resulting from dredging activities of any of the replacement
alternatives would be similar and therefore do not discriminate among

project                         
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                  alternatives.
It should be noted that the emission levels for the Retrofit Existing

Structure Alternative would be lower than levels associated with the replacement
alternatives because less dredging would be required. This did not have a bearing on
the LEDPA process because the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative does not satisfy
the project purpose and need criteria and is therefore not a "practicable" alternative
according to the guidelines of the LEDPA alternatives analysis.

Additional iterations of the DMMP will not be prepared, and this FEIS responds to the
comments submitted by reviewers.

San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project FEIS Page 2-13

1



Volume 11: Section 2 DMMP Comments and Responses
United States Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service 7/7/1999

AdmIJA

J./4 United States Department of the Interior
W 95'762   -Tri
7/1/24rl) FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office
\.IE./I.&/ 3310 El Camino Avenue, Suite 130..'/223/ Sacramento, California 958214340

INREPLY RE/ZR TO:

PPN 2419 July 7, 1999

District Division Chief
California Department of Transportation
Caltrans District 4,
ATIN: Mara Melandry
111 Grand Ave.
Oakland, California 94623-0660

Subject: Dredged Material Management Plan for the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge
East Span Seismic Safety Project Caltrans, Alameda County, Oakland,
California

Dear: Mr. Mulligan,

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed the Dredged Material Management

Plan, dated June 1999. which is apart ofthe larger San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span
Seismic Safety Project The following comments are intended to assistyouinyour review ofthe

proposed-project.and-will-:c:-take-the·placeof·any-formal-comments-that may-bt required-ara'- - -

                                                    later date pursumt to the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) or
rhe Endangered Species

Act of 1973, as amended.

Under provisions ofthe FWCA, the Service advises the U.S. Army Corps ofEngineers (Corps)

on projects involving dredging and fill activities in "waters of the United States," and special

aquatic sites, such as those found On the proposed project site. Since the proposed project will

require a Corps permit pursuant to Section 10 ofthe Rivers and Harbors Act or Section 404 of

the Clean Water Act (CWA), the Service may provide comments to the Corps under FWCA

authority.

During the past several years, the Service has provided numerous comments through the
Department ofthe Interior to the Corps on individual permits issued pursuant to CWA to dredge

and dispose ofspoils at SF-11. Through these communications. the Corps has been notified that

past dredge disposal actions at SF-11, have occurred over submerged lands under National Park

Service (NPS) management.  This is in part due to an overlap of up to 450 feet between the

designated disposal site and the submerged lands surrounding Alcatraz Island which are leased
by the NPS. Observations by ranger staff at Golden Gate National Recreation Area (GONRA)
have documented numerous occurrences ofdredge disposal barge within25-300 yards of
Alcatraz Island.  In addition, the disposal of dredged materials at the Alcatraz disposal site has
the potential to affect resources over a broad area. including important aquatic and rerrestnal                       1

resources in the GGNRA.   As a result, the NPS and the Service have generally taken a position
recommending the disposal of dredge materials at an open ocean or upland site rather than at
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2

SF-11.  The NPS and Service encourage the beneficial reuse ofdredged material from the Bay
when appropriate, and support the Long Term Management Strategy (LTMS) program in                                2continuing its evaluation ofnon-aquatic reuse projects.

However, based on Service and NPS review of the proposed, the Dredged Material Management
Plan, the limited amount and scope of material proposed for disposal at SF-11, and the public's
need for the project, neither the Service nor NPS object to dredged material being disposed of at                      3
SF-11 in accordance with Option A. provided that the total volume ofdredged sediment does not
exceed a total discharge of 47.711 m' (62,400  cy)  or  1,500 m'  (2.000 cy) per month Dredge
material in excess ofprojected amounts should be disposed of at the Hamilton disposal site  if
available. or at the San Francisco Deep Ocean Disposal Site. Should the Hamilton

disposal site                       4not be available for dredge disposal/reuse, the Service recommends that Caltrans proceed in
accordance with Options B or C.

The Service in consultation with NPS recommends that Caltrans provide an onboard observer for
each barge disposing ofmaterial at SF-11. The observer should be equipped with a Geographic
Positioning System (GPS) and a detailed map of SF-11.to ensure that dredge

material is                                5discharged within the boundaries of SF-11  and not over submerged lands under NPS
management The location and amount of discharge should be plotted and provided to the Corps,
Service, and NPS on a monthly basis.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this report Ifyou have any further questions
regarding thest-cbmiE6RS; El-eakELATaa Ma-£itilifidia (Weilimds Bratiolo ai (916) 979-2113.
For comments or questions concerning the NPS please contact Darren Fong at (415) 331-8716.

Sinoerely.

64/ 6.  Qui
7;'Wayne S. White

Field Supervisor

CC: PARD (ES)-Portland, OR
NPS, San Francisco. CA (Attn. Darren Fong)
EPA, San Francisco, CA
CORPS, San Francisco, CA
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  United States Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service
Letter dated 71711999

Comment 1
The recommendation to dispose dredged materials at an open ocean or upland site
rather than at SF-11 has been noted. Caltrans proposes to beneficially reuse a majority
of the material at an upland wetland site, assuming availability and cost-effectiveness.
The DMMP also includes, among the disposal options evaluated, disposal at a
permitted ocean disposal site (SF-DODS) in a manner consistent with the Long-Term
Management Strategy (LTMS) approach toward ocean disposal use.

The amount of material that would be disposed at the Alcatraz site (SF-11) would be
small. Materials disposed at the Alcatraz site would be generated on a monthly basis
during pier construction. This would amount to a maximum of approximately 460 cubic
meters (600 cubic yards) per month, less than one full barge trip per month.  This
amount is below the monthly amount allowed at the SF-11 site by the LTMS.  This is
consistent with the LTMS, which proposes to substantially reduce but not eliminate the
use of SF-11 for dredged material disposal.

Comment 2
The recommendation to beneficially reuse dredged material and to support the Long-
Term Management Strategy program is noted. Beneficial upland reuse is one of the
goals of the LTMS considered by the DMMP. The determination of what reuse/disposal

  site would be used needs to take into account a number of decision-making criteria,
including site availability, project schedule, consistency with the LTMS, permitting
requirements, environmental impacts, and costs.

Comment 3
Both agencies' agreement is noted, according to the stated terms.

Comment 4
This recommendation is noted. Caltrans is evaluating the practicability of
reuse/disposal options given the likelihood that upland wetland restoration sites may
not be ready to accept materials when dredging for the construction access channel
begins. Caltrans may beneficially reuse materials at landfill sites as daily cover or
dispose of materials at the deep ocean disposal site. Caltrans also plans on
beneficially reusing some dredged material, approximately 32,000 cubic meters
(42,000 cubic yards) to restore up to 0.7 hectare (1.7 acres) of the barge access
channel for eelgrass habitat.

Comment 5
Caltrans agrees to adopt these recommendations and include them in project
specifications.
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.."4 DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

e                                                                                                                                                                                              .RE LY REPZR TO

ENGINEERING FIELD ACTIVITY. WEST
NAVAL FACILITIES ENGINEERING COMMAND

900 COMMODORE DRIVE
SAN BRUNO. CALIFORNIA 9406&5006

11000

Ser 62B/19211-3
Yerba Buena Island
August 2, 1999

Ms. Mara Melandry
Environmental Manager
Toll Bridge Program
CALTRANS, District 4
Mail Station: 12-C
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, California 94623-0660

Dear Ms. Melandry:

SUBJECT: DRAFT SAN FRANCISCO-OAKLAND BAY BRIDGE EAST SPAN
SEISMIC SAFETY PROJECT DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT
PLAN

On behalf of the Department of the Navy, I am writing to comment on the California
Department ofTransportation's (CALTRANS) draft San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East

 
Span Seismic Safety Project Dredged Material Management Plan (DMMP).

The Assistant Secretary of the Navy (Installations and Environment) previously provided
comments on your Draft Environmental Impact Statement on this prop6sed project, in letters
November 23,1998 to CALTRANS and June 3, 1999 to Governor Davis. The Assistant
Secretary outlined Navy's concerns as landowner of most of Yerba Buena Island and our
concerns regarding the impacts on the City of San Francisco's planned reuse ofNaval Station
Treasure Island, of which Yerba Buena Island is a part.  Ih his letters, the Assistant Secretary
expressed Navy's opposition to the proposed northern alignment of the East Span because
less-environmentally-damaging alternatives exist and because the northern alignment would              1
adversely affect historic Navy structures as well as the economic viability ofthe City of San
Francisco's approved reuse plan for Treasure Island.

The DMMP addresses an array ofpossible alignments, dredging methods, and disposal
options.  As such, it is difficult to understand which options CALTRANS proposes.'the               1   2
DMMP mentions a number ofpotentially significant direct and indirect environmental

effects      I  3of dredging operations, such as to marine life and eel grass, but does not quantify the effects            I
-                      and it is non-committal regarding mitigation measures and their effectiveness. The

effects of         4dredge material disposal diternatives are similarly vague.

San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project FEIS Page 2-17



Volume 11: Section 2 - DMMP Comments and Responses
Department of the Navy 8/2/1999

11000

Ser 62B/19211-3
Yerba Buena Island
August 2, 1999

As long as the Department ofNavy is the steward of the environmental resources on Yerba
Buena Island, we intend to advocate for their protection.  The DMMP as currently written is
insufficiently specific regarding methods and mitigation to be acceptable. However, since

environmental regulatory agencies, including the U.S. Army Corps ofEngineers, the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the National Marine               5
Fisheries Service, the Regional Water Quality Control Board, and the Bay Conservation and

Development Commission will be evaluadng your proposal and determining the environ-
mental effects and required mitigation measures, we will refrain from more detailed
comments.

We appreciate your consideration ofNavy's concerns.

Sincerely,

344.E-
G. J. BUCHANAN
Captain, CEC, USN
Commanding Officer

CODV 10-

City of San Francisco
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                 Department of the Navy Letter dated 8/2/1999

Comment 1
The U.S. Navy's opposition to a northern alternative is noted.

Comment 2
The DMMP's purpose is to provide detailed documentation of proposed dredging
activities and reuse/disposal options for dredged materials associated with all build
alternatives for the East Span Project and therefore addresses an array of dredging
methods and disposal options in order to evaluate a range of possibilities. However,
the DMMP does highlight a preferred option and contingencies in Section 7.3 on page
7-13 of the DMMP.

Comment 3
Impacts to marine life and eelgrass has been assessed and mitigation concepts have
been developed in consultation with appropriate agencies. This information is
discussed in the FEIS. Please see Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic
Sites (in Appendix N), Section 4.9- Natural Resources, and Section 4.14.8 -
Temporary Impacts, Natural Resources.

Comment 4
The DMMP discusses the potential impacts of dredged material disposal on a number
of reuse/disposal sites. Actual disposal would take place with full consideration of the

  specific requirements of each reuse/disposal site. Potential impacts to special status
species present at dredged material reuse/disposal sites would be addressed by the
managing entities of the reuse/disposal sites. Impacts and mitigation for these sites
would be included in environmental documentation prepared for each reuse/disposal
project and would not be part of the East Span Project.

Comment 5
Please see response to Comments 3 and 4 above. Dredging and disposal of dredged
material would not impact environmental resources on YBI that are under the
stewardship of the Navy.
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA GRAY DAVIS. Go•=901

SAN FRANCISCO BAY CONSERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION
CHIRTY VAN NESS AVENUE SUITE 2011

91 FRANCISCO. CALIFORNIA  94102-6080
HONE:  (416)557&88

July 22, 1999

Ms. Mara Melandry
Calkans District 4
111 Grand Avenue
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, California 94623-0660

SUBJECT:  San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project
Dredged Material Management Plan; Pending BCDC Permit Application

Dear Ms. Melandry:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above-referenced doc,imp-nt. Although the

Commission itself has not reviewed the Dredged Material Management  Plan,  the  following  staff
comments are based on the McAteer-Petris Act and the Commission's San Francisco Bay Plan.

General comments
1. Caltrans should consult with the USFWS and NMFS to determine the appropriate

seasonal restrictions on dredging operations associated with thisprojectbecause of special
status species, if any. The Dredged Material Management Plan should state these restrictions,
in addition to the Pacific herring restriction already included on Page 3-18. Please note that                           1
the Pacific herring spawning season while variable, is generally December through March.
Caltrans should contact the California Departnent ofFish and Game to discuss 1SSUCS
regarding impacts to herring.

2.                      The cost estimates presented for the use ofvarious disposal options for this project
vasy from estimates of other projects. The Dredged Material Management Plan

should                                                   2include an overview ofthe detivation of these cost estimates including but not limited to
statements of their assumptions. These costs are an important consideration when
detennining disposal sites.

3.                   Dredging, SUAD, and NUAD volumes referred to throughout the document are
correctly recognized as estimates. The actual amount ofmaterial that is suitable for aquatic
disposal will be determined once the DMMO has reviewed the sediment testing

results and                          3made sediment disposal recommendations. These recommendations will obviously impact
the cost ofdredging and disposal . The Dredged Material Management Plan should clearly
reflect this consideration.

4.                      The N-6 alternative appears to have the highest 8Iea impact to eelgrass and mudflats.
according to the document. The use oftrestles and temporary fill to replace some ofthe
dredging in nearshore areas would, according to the document reduce drodging volumes and
potentially reduce impacts to eelgrass and mudflat areas. The use oftenporgry trestles should                     4
be explored further with the goal ofeliminating unnecessary dredging and avoiding impacts
to shallow water habitats. Additionally. Caltrans should propome millgatten measures for
impacts detennined to be unavoidable.

Dedicated to making San Francisco Bay better.
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Ms. Mara Melandry
July 21. 1999
Page 2

Spicific comments
1. Pile sizing (Soction  3.2.1). The altemalve of using smaller diameter pitts may not be

necessary in the event that trestles were to replace dredging. However, elimintng the possibility of        5
smaller diameter piles,  due to requirements for larger pile caps, should be explained in greater detail
(i.e., how would the additional weight of the larger piles affect seismic response?)

2.     Dismantling of the existing bridge (Section 3.3). The Dredged Material Management Plan
should indicate how the existing bridge would be dismantled, any impacts from this                                      6
procedure, and mitigation for these impacts.

3.    Discussion of SUAE) matirial (Section 35). Material is suitable for disposal in the ocean if it
has been tested according to the testing requirements for disposal in that environment and has
been approved for ocean disposal based on those test results. Similarly, material is suitable                             7
for disposal in the Bay if it has bee tested according to the Inland Testing Manual
requirements and been deemed suitable for in-Bay disposal. The DMMO is awaiting the
results of the current testing to make its recommendatton regarding disposal suitability.

4. Sidecasting (Section 4.3). The discussion of the potential sidecasting of material, in the
construction access areas or elsewhere, should be expanded to include a more detailed
description and quantification ofthe shallow water habitat areas whioh could be impacted                           8
and identification of proposed miti8ation measures for those impacts. Sidecasting may not be
permissible under the Bay Plan's dredging and fill policies.

1.                 Dredging Road Map (Sictions 5.1,6.1  and throughout the document). The Road Map
is not a policy document. but an informational document intended to give the public an
overview of dredging activities in the Bay. Additionally, the Road Map contains projections
of future dredging activities and, thus, for a variety of reasons projected dredging activity
may not occur m the time frame or manner indicated in a particular Road Map. The figures
and disposal locations in the Road Map should not necessarily be relied upon as an indicator
of final project approval. Thus, the statement on page 6-3 regarding Caltrans being able to
"bank- on its unused allotment ofin-Bay disposal due to a figure in the Road Map should be                                                             
removed Through the fjoct permitting process, decisions regarding project suitability for                       9
disposal qualification as "maintenance" or *'new-work" dredging, and other project-specific
determinations are made. The LTMS Management Plan, being written now, will contain the
details of any disposal volume banking proposal.

2. Contingency volumes for in-Bay disposal sites (Section 6.1). The preferred alternative
ofthe LTMS contains a contingency volume for in-Bay disposal sites to accommodate
emergency or unforeseen and necessary dredging. It is not likely that the LTMS Management 10Plan's definition of the suitable situations forthe use of this contingency volume would
include projects such as this. The Dredged Material Management Plan should be revised to
reflect this.

3. Foricasting dredging and review of "new work" projects (Section 6.1). Long term
forecasting of new work dredging is difficult, ifnot impossible. The LTMS agencies cannot
predict what future, new-work dredging projects will be proposed. Thus, it would not be
accurate nor useful for the LTMS agencies to attempt to determine future contributions of
new work projects to in-Bay disposal. Maintenance dredging is more predictable and, 11additionally, contributes a signincant proportion ofthe dredged material disposed of in the
Bay. New work projects are closely reviewed by the Commission for a varietypf reasons,among them the reality that new work projects may increase the amount of malntenance
dredging in the future (for example, ifa port expands).
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Ms. Mara Melandry
July 21, 1999
Page 3

4.                   DMMO discussion (section 6,1).  DMMO staffmembers do not "sign" DMMO
recommendations. Additionally, DMMO applications may be used for any dredging project         |   12
of any size, although the individual agencies may request additional informabon beyond that         
incorporated into the application.

5. Decision·making criteria (Siction 6.2). Figure 6-1 should be corrected to indicate that
the Commission may issue a permit for dredging only after the State Lands

Commission and           1 3Regional Watcr Quality Control Board have acted on the project.

Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on this document Please feel free to
contact Arthur Duffy, staff engineer, at(415) 557-8766 orme at (415) 557-8765 ifyou have any
questions.

Sincerely,

JOHN WEBER
Coastal Program Analyst

CC: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Attention: Kathy Dadey
U.S. Army Coips of Engineers, Attention: Rob Lawrence
California Department ofFish and Game, Attention: Becky Ota
SaIl Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board

JW/bb
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               San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission Letter
dated 7/22/1999

Comment 1
It is noted that, while variable, the Pacific herring spawning season is generally
December through March, rather than December through February as stated in the
DMMP.  Caltrans will implement a turbidity control program, which may possibly
include the use of turbidity curtains adjacent to eelgrass beds during dredging
operations to reduce impacts to eelgrass (to which Pacific herring eggs may be
attached). Caltrans is continuing to investigate the feasibility, maintenance, and
effectiveness of turbidity curtains. In addition, as discussed in the FEIS in Section
4.14.8 - Temporary Impacts, Natural Resources, additional measures, including the
use of dredge types that cause less turbidity and monitoring of herring spawns, would
be used to reduce impacts to Pacific herring, Chinook salmon, steelhead, green
sturgeon an longfin smelt. However, for these latter species, the DMMP notes that they
are expected to avoid the turbidity plume, and migration to and from spawning areas in
the Bay/Delta region would not be impacted. All mitigation and protective measures
would be coordinated with the California Department of Fish and Game, USFWS and
NMFS.

Comment 2
Initial sources and assumptions for derivation of disposal cost estimates are given as
Appendix B of the DMMP. Caltrans is currently reevaluating disposal costs,

              requirements, and assumptions.

Comment 3
The comparative dredging and disposal cost evaluation in the DMMP is based on
estimates regarding suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal (SUAD), not suitable for
unconfined aquatic disposal (NUAD), and total dredged volumes available at the time
of publication of the DMMP. The comment that SUAD determinations and sediment
disposal recommendations would affect dredging and disposal costs is noted.
Caltrans is in the process of updating costs.

Comment 4
It has been determined that barge access along the northern edge of the Oakland
Touchdown area would be required to install the large diameter piles for the westbound
structure for the northern alternatives. A barge access channel would be required on
the south side of YBI for Replacement Alternative S-4. Temporary trestles would be
used during construction for all build alternatives. Trestles and falsework would be
placed within the access channel after it is dredged. Mitigation measures for
unavoidable impacts to eelgrass and sand flats are included in the FEIS.  The
mitigation concepts have been refined in consultation with BCDC and other resource
agencies through a series of interagency meetings (see Section 4.9.6- Natural
Resources Mitigation and Section 4.14.8 - Temporary Impacts, Natural Resources in
the FEIS).

San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project FEIS Page 2-23



Volume 11: Section 2 - DMMP Comments and Responses
San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission 7/22/1999

Up to 0.7 hectare (1.7 acres) of the barge access channel would be
restored  to its                               original bathymetry using stockpiled dredged material and excavated sand.

Approximately 32,000 cubic meters (42,000 cubic yards) of dredged materials would
be used for this purpose.

Comment 5
Using smaller diameter piles would require increasing the number of piles. This would
increase the pile cap size in two ways:

•    Pile spacing requirements would increase the area required to cover the pile group.
•    The load demand the pile cap resists would increase, thus further increasing the

size of the cap.

The resulting larger pile cap would also have a greater mass, which would induce
greater seismic demands (both force and displacement) and could, in turn, require
increasing the number of piles.

Comment 6
Dismantling the existing East Span would require dredging an access channel for
barges. The potential impacts of dredging in general have been discussed in the
DMMP. More specific information can be found in Sections 4.9 and 4.14.8 of the FEIS.
Specific footprints for dismantling access dredging (see Figures 2-21 and 2-22 in
Appendix A) and estimated quantities to be dredged (see Table 4.14-4) are discussed
in the FEIS. The existing bridge superstructure would be dismantled, and pieces would
be lowered to construction barges and removed for recycling and disposal. Piles
would be cut off below the mudline and the remaining depressions would be filled in by
natural sedimentation.

None of the bridge sections would be left in the water. The specific methods for
dismantling would be determined by the contractors with restrictions placed on them
by Caltrans.  Also, see Section 2.6.3 - Dismantling of the Existing SFOBB East Span of
the FEIS for more details on dismantling.

Comment 7
A Sediment Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP) was prepared by Caltrans and
approved by the DMMO on May 14, 1999.  The SAP was prepared in conformance with
revised testing procedures and included sampling at multiple locations along the
Preferred Alternative (Replacement Alternative N-6) alignment and at potential
representative reuse/disposal locations. Caltrans understands that additional sediment
characterization may be required by DMMO if an alternative other than Replacement
Alternative N-6 is selected. Caltrans also understands that, for all replacement
alternatives, the sediments in the barge access channel for dismantling the existing
bridge would need to be characterized in the future.

A Sediment Sampling and Analysis Report was completed by Caltrans in June 2000
and is available for review at the Caltrans District 4 Public Information Office and
selected libraries listed in the Preface of the FEIS. This report summarizes the results
of testing to determine the quality of materials. The sediments encountered

during the            
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                testing
were primarily silt and clay. Chemical analyses indicated that although some

metals were detected in site sediments at levels exceeding San Francisco Estuary
ambient concentrations, the majority of organic and inorganic analyte concentrations in
site sediments were similar to concentrations detected in baseline sediments. Solid
phase bioassays to evaluate the impact of site sediments on benthic organisms
indicated that sediments from several locations near the Oakland Touchdown are not
suitable for aquatic disposal (in-Bay or ocean) or beneficial reuse at upland wetland
sites.

In its letter of October 31,  2000 (see Appendix G for a copy of the letter), the DMMO
made the following conclusions regarding the disposal of dredged materials:

•    Up to 248,219 cubic meters (324,681 cubic yards) of site sediments are suitable for
unconfined aquatic disposal; and

•    Up to 319,181 cubic meters (417,503 cubic yards) of site sediments are suitable for
beneficial reuse at upland wetland sites.

Any sediment not suitable for the above sites would be properly disposed of at a
landfill. See Section 4.14.10- Construction Excavation and Dredging for a discussion
of project dredging quantities.

Comment 8

                 policies; for
this reason, sidecasting is not carried further in the consideration of

The DMMP acknowledges that sidecasting may not be permissible under Bay Plan

alternatives in Section 7.0 of the DMMP.

Comment 9
The DMMP discusses the issue of banking and trading as a potential strategy for
medium dredgers. Dredging disposal activities for the East Span Project will be
consistent with the LTMS and its Management Plan.

Comment 10
The DMMP discusses the issue of contingency volumes as an area of uncertainty in the
LTMS and does not propose that dredged materials resulting from the East Span
Project depend on the contingency volume.

Additional iterations of the DMMP will not be prepared, and this FEIS responds to the
comments submitted by reviewers.

Comment 11
The DMMP refers to the Dredging and Disposal Road Map, which includes on-going
and proposed projects for which the DMMO has information.

Comment 12
This clarification is noted.
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Comment 13
It is agreed that Figure 6-1 should indicate that the Commission may issue a permit
only after the State Lands Commission and Regional Water Quality Control Board have
made their determination. The figure has been revised and included as part of the
errata sheet presented in Appendix M.
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 f)  EAST BAY
C.-   MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT OAVIO A. WILLIAMS

WEC Pon U 6*AS .WATE.

July 7, 1999

Ms. Mara Melandry
Caltrans Environmental Planning
PO Box 23660
Oakland. CA 94623-0660

Dear Ms. Melandry

Re: Dredged Material Management Plan for San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East
Span Seismic Safety Project (DMMP)

This letter is in response to your June 21,1999 request for comments on the impact on
wastewater operations and facilities located near the project areas for the San Francisco-Oakland

Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project (East Span Project) in Oakland, California as

regards dredging.

The Wastewater Department of East Bay Municipal Utility District supports two Bay
Water Quality Monitoring Programs mandated by the Regional Water Quality Control
Board that may be impacted by the East Span Project. As noted in previous correspondence,
the Wastewater Department  of East Bay Municipal Utility District has extensive wastewarer
facilities in the projept area on the eastern end of the proposed project (the Oakland Touchdown
area).

District Water Ouality Monitorinv ProErams

EBMUD supports two water quality monitoring programs mandated by the Regional Water
Quality Control Board in the vicinity of the East Span Project; one for Discharge Compliance
and another for the Regional Monitoring Program for San Francisco Bay.

The Compliance Monitoring Program checks coliform concentrations twice per month as part of
the District's wastewater discharge permit and is required for compliance. The Regional 1

Monitoring Program studies ambient conditions in the Bay three times per year by testing the
water column and the sediments for an array of constituents. The disturbance of the Bay
sediment caused by dredging may release these constituems into the surrounding Bay waters that
would provide inaccurate misleading results during the course ofthe project.

The District would require a variance from any permit violation associated with dredging
operations, if necessary.  At this point, it is unclear as to the extent ofdredging impact, if any. 2Caltrans would be expected to pay for any costs associated with securing the appropriate
variances, and otherwise mitigating dredging impacts.

PO.80%2•OES. OAKLAND. CA 9•0268. Sm /8,· 0                                                                    
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Ms. Mara Melandry
July 7, 1999
Page 2

Dredized Materials

The District does not have any comments on the disposition ofthe dredged materials that are
moved out of the project area. However, if the sidecasting method of dredging is used as
suggested for the Oakland Touchdown area where the District has facilites, then Caltrans must                    3
take all appropriate precautions to protect the District marine outfall pipeline from damage.  The
dismantling dredging limit is very near the outfall in the southeast corner of the dredging zone.                        4

A southern alignment would include extensive dredging in the vicinity of the
Distdct outfall.                          5

District Facilities

The proposed construction zone of the East Span Project contains EBMUD's Wastewater

Department Wastewater Outfall, a major underground/marine pipeline conveying treated
wastewater from the Main Wastewater Treatment Plant located at the foot of the Bay Bridge for
discharge in San Francisco Bay in deep water off Yerba Buena Island. The outfall is a critical
facility that operates continuously.  In this area there is a 108 inch gravity/force main on land,
and a 96 inch gravity/force main underwater. The Outfall is noted on Figures 3-2,3-3, and 3-4                    6
ofthe DMMP.

Regarding these facilities, the District's previous correspondence of June 8, 1999 in which Mr.
Denis Mulligan of Caltrans District 4 is copied. is attached for your information.

Requeg

The final alignment ofthe East Span Project has not been selected, so it is difficult to make
detailed comments on specific impacts.  The lack of engineering drawings and the large scale of
the figures in rhe DMMP can only suggest general impacts discussed herein.

The District requests that Caltrans clarify in writing to the Wastewater Department exactly what
work is proposed for this area in more detail, after a final project alignment has been

selected for                  7
construction, so that a better assessment of potential impacts can be determined.   I  can be
contacted at (510) 287-1846. My mailing address is: Bennett K. Horenstein, EBMUD, PO Box
24055, MS 702, Oakland, CA, 94623.

Please provide us a copy ofthe plans and specifications for our review prior to advertising for                    8
construction.

Since ly,

-il   ,«- 4 .11
BENNETr K. HORENSTEIN
Senior Civil Engineer

BKH:HWL:hwl PC82V.A01
W.\Planning\Agency Contact\Caltrans-ltr-06309981 -DMP.doc
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SZIED  EAST SAY
C..  MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT

DAV:0 R. DV#LLIAWS
01.CTOm 0' -AfF:*u..

June 8, 1999

Mr. Robert Tally
Team Leader, Program Delivery Team North
Federal Highway Administration
980 Ninth Street Suite 400
Sacramento. CA 95814

Dear Mr. Tally:

RE: San Francisco - Oakland Bay Bridge (SFOBB) Ease Span Project

This letter is in response to your May 20,1999 memo. which attached Mayor 'Willie Brown's letter to
Secretary Slater.  East Bay Municipal Utility District' s (EBMUD) poskion has remained consistent in
the numerous meetings and  letters which have transpired regarding this issue. Specifically. EBMUD
does not prefer any alignment of the bridge re another and believes that with the appropriate
mitigation.  any of the discussed alternatives could  meetour operational  requirements.   As stated  in
our January 25,  1999 letter 10 Jeffrey Lindley, FHA. EBMUD's specific criteria include:

•    No impact to EBMUD operating facilities throughout construction

•     Variance from RWQCB for permit violations during construction

•     Pre and post-construcrion survey to assess for outfall damage Cont.
• RWCQB approved contingency pia* in csse of damage during donstruction                                                                     6

• EBMUD approval of all temporary and permanent construction documents

• EBMUD approval ofoutfall protection methods

• EBMUD approval of distance from bridge to outfall for future access

• Seismic analysis ro determine minimum separation distance from ourfall to bridge
•    No costs incurred by EBMUD

1 f you  have any questions regarding this issue. please contact Ben Horenstein.  Supervisor of
Wastewater Planning. at (510) 287.1486.

Sincerely,

0»-U    4     CO, .L. .„,_
DAVID R. WILLIAMS

DRW:BHK:mer
File PC82V.AOI

CC: Denis Mulligan. Caltrans District 4
Joan Rummelsburg. Office of the Maycr. 1 rcasure Island Project

W:\Pjng\Word,98-137.doc

ZO. 80*24055 .  OArLAND .  CA  ,4,31056.  <6:03  221· 406
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East Bay Municipal Utility District Letter dated 7/7/1999

Comment 1
Comment noted. Caltrans and the contractor will coordinate construction activities with
EBMUD so as to minimize impacts to regional monitoring activities. EBMUD would be
provided a schedule of dredging efforts. Caltrans would implement a turbidity control
program, which may possibly include the use of turbidity curtains. Caltrans is
continuing to investigate the feasibility, maintenance, and effectiveness of turbidity
curtains. Implementation of a turbidity control program could prevent the migration of
sediments outside of the project construction zone.

Due to the potential impacts on project cost and schedule, it is not likely that
construction activities would cease for EBMUD monitoring activities. EBMUD could
continue to execute the monitoring and clarify, in citing results that nearby dredging
operations may have influenced values.

Comment 2
If permit variances are required as a result of project dredging activities, Caltrans
would pay for any costs associated with permitting and for otherwise mitigating
dredging impacts.

Comment 3
Sidecasting is discussed as a disposal option, but is not carried forward to the
recommended reuse/disposal section of the DMMP.

Comment 4
Comment noted. Activities such as dredging near the outfall could pose a risk of
damage to the pipeline. Caltrans and the contractor would develop and implement all
appropriate preventive measures to protect the outfall.  To help identify any damage to
the outfall due to construction activities, Caltrans would conduct a pre-construction
assessment. The pre-construction assessment would include inspection by divers and
sampling of the Bay waters at various points along the outfall to determine ambient
water quality levels. Caltrans would also develop a construction-period monitoring
program for protecting the outfall, which would monitor for movement and separation
and for damage that could cause premature release of the effluent. Periodic inspection
and water sampling may be required to ensure that the outfall is in proper operating
condition. After construction of the bridge has been completed, a post-construction
condition assessment would be performed to ascertain any permanent damage
caused by construction. Caltrans would be responsible for repairing any damage at no
cost to EBMUD.

Comment 5
A southern alternative would include extensive dredging in the vicinity of the District
outfall.  Due to the increased risk for damage, a more substantial mitigation and
monitoring program would be required. This could result in higher project costs and
extended construction schedule due to restrictions on the use of certain construction
equipment.
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  Replacement Alternative N-6 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. Please
see Section 2.2.6 - Preferred and Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable
Alternative (LEDPA).

Comment 6
Avoidance and protection of EBMUD facilities has been a priority in the development of
the East Span Project. Caltrans will work with EBMUD to develop mitigation measures
and a monitoring program (see response to Comment 4 above) to ensure that the
concerns cited by EBMUD in its June 8, 1999 letter are addressed.

Comment 7
Caltrans will contact the Wastewater Department after a project alternative is selected
to provide additional details regarding construction activities near EBMUD's facilities.

Comment 8
Plans and specifications for the skyway contract were sent to EBMUD per its request.
Caltrans will provide EBMUD with other sets of plans and specifications for each of the
contracts that would involve construction in the Oakland Touchdown area. Because
the project is divided between several contracts with different schedules, the plans and
specifications cannot all be provided simultaneously.
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PORTOFOAKLAND CHARLES W. FOSTER
ex"I- 0 •C=

VIA FAX
2864374

July 21, 1999

Caltran.  District 4
111  Grand Ave, (PO Box 236801
Oakland, CA 94623.0660

Re.             San  Frandtco -  Oaldand  Bay Bridge  East  Span  Seismic  Safety
Project: Dndged Material Management Plan

Attn:    Mai Meland,y

Dear Ms. Melandly:

The Port of Oaldand is pleased to see Calvans respond to the issues that were raised in the
public review process for the proposed Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project.   In
particular, the discussion of me dredging that is associated with the bridge project is an issue of

 

considerable interest to the  Port We appreciate the opportunity to  provide comments on the  draft
Dredqed Matedal ManBaement Plan (DMMP).

Rebuilding the Bay Bridge Eastern Span is a major, complex public works endeavor which
demands vision, thorough study and analysis, and atten6on to details.  To dat£ the Port has
generally supported the technical analysis. findings and condusions that have been presented by
Caltrans.  However,  the OMMP reflects dredging approximataly 249,000 cys of material suitable
for unconAned aquatic disposal (SUAD) and 11,000 cys of material not suitable for unconlined
iquatic disposal (NUAD).   This is a signilicant dredging volume. which has tangible anc poter,Sally                       1
serious  implications  on the Port Because of this,  the  Port does  not believe that the dredging
program proposed in the DMMP issumcient    We have several significant concerns and specific
recommendations that should be addressed. as follows:

A.   MORUZED SEDIMENTATION

The DMMP does nct indude any information about the potential transport and fat2 01 suspended                  2
materials thet may become mobilized as a result of the Project

Maintenance dredging at the Port of Oakbnd, immediately sau# of the Project area, is an annual
requirement nsulting horn three primary ractors, al of which come into play in the viciniy of the
Oakland touchdown of fhebtidge and would bea by.productof dredging activities:

•       Sedimentation due to silt dmpping out of suspension in a highly turbid shallow estuarine                                    3

system:
,        Movement of non-cohesive sediment within the channels from vessel propwash; and
• Runoff associated with series of wet yours.

530 Wate, Street   .    Jack London,Waterfront   •    P.O. 80* 2064   I   Oakland, Caldomia 94604-2054
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a*. M)= Milindry
Page 2

The DMMP report accurately states thal modern diedging methods and controls signi icantly limit
turbidity plumes, However. vessel wheel wash and wakes. bogetherwith environmental conditions
such as wind-generated waves and  currents,  can cause slgnikant amounts of sediment to  move.

Positioning and re-positioning of dredge activioes and ancillary equiprrwnt such as tended, tugs,
and survey vessels will likely result in suspension of uncon801idated sediments.   Port expe,ienoe                           3

with prevaning Outer Harbor currents has shown that at this locavon in the Bay, suspended Cont.
sediments are likely to re-deposit wiAin the dredged channels, side slopes and adjacent shallow
areas at the Port and throughout the east side of San Frandsco Bay. We are very concerned mat

potential increased velocity  gradients will  mobilize SUAD  and NUAD sediments and Will  accelerate
accrebon of sedlments within Federal navigation channels and berths located to the immediate
south of the project area.

For the past few years, the  Port and US Army Corps of Engineers have worked diligently to
identify,  remediate and eliminate the discharge of contaminated sediments from betths and
Federal channels resumng from dredging.  We do not desire Caltrans' proJect to compromise our

Tier 1 Exemption from Testing of Dredged Materials. as described in the Army Corps' Guidelines
for using the Inland Testing Manual Yet uncontrolled mobilkaaon of unconsolidated new bay
muds has the polential  of dong just that   Therefore, the Port strongly recommends that Caltrans
perform sediment origin, transport and fate modeling. using at#odimensional. vettically averaged                   4
model such as the TABS-11. Information about this moderng can be obtained from Mr. Joe Letter,
US Army Corps of Engineers. Waterways Experiment Stabon, 601-634-2845.

B. ALCATRAZ DISPOSAL SmE

The  Pon is concerned  about the reliance that the D&AMP places the Alcatraz disposal site.

The DMMP appears to make a comnftment to lake dredged material to the Hamilton wetland
restoration site if that site is ready by the time oonstruction begins. This recommendation was
apparently reached after consideration of thepor,des in Section 404(D) of the Clean Water Act
thal mandate non-aquatic disposal if practicable, and consideration of the fecommendations of the
regional Long Term Management Strategy for dredge material use and disposal (L™S).   The
Port supports your conclusion as it relates to Marnitton, and believes the approech outlined in
Section 7 provide a reesoned analysis of the practicabil*y of alternatives to aqimtic disposal 15

However,  we are substantially  less comfortable with Caltrans' apparent reliance on the Alcatraz
disposal site. Under any circumstanoes. It is inappropriate for Caltrans to presume the use of this
critical site; especially if Hamilton is ready by the *me construcbon begins

Over the last 10 years,  the  Port has imrked extensively with  interesled  resource &  regulatory
agencies, other ports, harbors, terminals, marinas, and public interest groups in the San Francisoo
Bay Area to develop and implement te LTMS.    Unfortunately, Caltrans elected not to play in
active role in the LTMS process unal reoently.   Neve,theleGs. participants in the process f nelly

6
reached consensus about the fut,re handling of dredged material.

In cooperative agreements that evolved from the  LTMS effort, *11 of We dredged material
associated with 'new work projects' Trom therecenUy completed Port of Oakland and Port of
Richmond deepening projects went to Biloc eel,w than Atoefrer, Ot GOnoklerable cost to the project
sponsors. You should not assume that Caltrans  project would be treated dirtereney

C:\Inydocs\po\altran,cmtdoc
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Wesuggest that Caltans carefully review and abide by language adopted by BCDO in the San
Franctsco Bav Pten and the Regional Water Quality Control Board In their Basin Plan.  When
these policies were adopted. the viewpoint of the Regional Board and BCDC was that Uie crisposal
capacity at Alcavaz was limited, and should beresewed for maintenance dredging, fortwo
reasons:

• Maintenance material is less consolidated mid far less  likely to accumulate at the site than
newwork.

•        Maintenance prqiects are generally much smaller in volume, making disposal at either reuse
sites or the ocean more expensive and less practical.

Even if the agencies determine that disposal of Cal ans"new worle material at Alcatraz is

appropriate, access to the site is limited.  Water dependent activiues such as shipping are gh,en
special consideratian under Section 404  of the Cleen Water Act   Thus,  disposal  of dredged
material from shipping activities has higher priolity than disposal of material resulting from  a
bridge construcuon project In addition, volume limits *thesite are imposed on annual.                                         7
seasonal. and monthly basis. We believe that by diminishing the capacity of the Alcatral site,

Caltrans proposal has the potential to interfere with Die timely depositof dredge material

necessary to support commercial sNppIng and tile economic well-being of Me Bay Area.

While certain aspects of the L™S effort conoem the Port  we do support the overall effort to plan
for reliable and predictable disposal of dredged material. Although existing policies do not prohibit
disposal of new work dredged material at the Alcatraz site; they strongly discourage such

disposal.   For all of Me reasons cited above, we believe that disposal capaciV at Alcatraz, of
whatever volume that may be aUowed, should be reselved for maintenance dredging rather than

new work. In consideration of the time, eflbrt and money the Port has invected in achieving a

regional solution via the  LTMS  process, we will  object to Caltrans'  use of the Alcanz  site for the
bridge project Therefore, we strongly urge youto consider oceandisposal rather than in-Bay                          8

disposal  as  the  back-up alternative  in the event that  neither te  Hamilton  nor the Montezuma  sites

are practicable alternatives.

C.  BERTH 10

Section 5.4, Landrill Disposal (page 612) suggests the potential use of te Porrs Dredged
Material Rehandling Facility at Barth 10 of the Oakland Outer Harbor for off-loading and Initial
treatment of NUAD material from the Prolect Please De aware that Berth 10, is a temporary
facility.    Due to requirements imposed  by the RWQCB and the Poks own plans for

marine                                         9
terminal at Belth 10. it may not be suitable nor available for the Caltrans' lise. In addition. we are
not aware of any  environmental analysis that has been done to assess the  potential  impacts of

opentions and/or vehicular traffic  (eg. 340 truck tripe per day) that might be associated with the
use  of the site for the putposes  stated.

C:knydocs\potcaltranscrntdoc
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D. INACCURACIES

Please note the following substantive inaccuracies in the DMMP report'

s      The DMMP references an obsolete version of the L™S Dmddna and Disoosal Road MaD
110throughout the document The current version is dated June 4,1999.

·        The DMMP references the Dredged Material Rehandling Project on Paragraph  4.1,  page 4-1
as if It isa completed document The project has only progressed through Task 1, so it should                      1  1
be referred to as work-in.progress rather #mn a completed ibly.

Thank you again of the opportunity to provide comments to the Dredged Material Management
Plan. Please contact Len Cardoza. Port Dredging Manager, at 510-272-1307 ifyou have any
questions or need additional assistance.

Sincerely.

17&    ard
2,6;leBVLFover

2 Exicutive Director                                                                                                                                        

CC: Len Cardoza
Joe Wong
Jim McGrath
Rick Wederhom
Diane Tannenwald, City of Oakland

C:\mydocs\po\caltranscmt.doe
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              Port of Oakland Fax Transmittal dated 7/21/1999

Comment 1
Comment noted. Responses to individual comments are presented below.

Comment 2
The proposed dredging operations would increase suspended sediment
concentrations in the water column surrounding the dredging area; however, the
sediments would settle relatively soon after the completion of the dredging activities.
The highest concentrations would be located near the bottom of the water column with
decreasing concentrations near the surface. Heavier particles, such as sand, would
settle very rapidly, and silt particles are expected to settle in 1 to 2 days. However,
very fine clay particles, which have an estimated settling velocity of less than 1.2
meters per day (3.9 feet per day) based on a particle size of 4 microns in still water, are
expected to remain suspended in the water column for several days. These clay
particles are subject to movement by tidal currents in the Bay, thereby creating a
sediment plume. Numerical model simulation studies for the San Francisco Bay
indicate that sediments generated in the western portion of the project area would be
transported to deeper portions of the Bay and quickly transported away. Suspended
sediments generated in the eastern portion of the project area may be transported to
the Oakland Harbor. However, the Oakland Harbor is located approximately 2
kilometers (1.2 miles) south of the dredging area, allowing the opportunity for
sediments to settle before reaching the harbor area.

Comment 3
The comment regarding the mobilization of contaminated sediments is noted.  As
stated in the Sediment Sampling and Analysis Report (available for review at the
Caltrans District 4 Public Information Office and selected libraries listed in the Preface
of the  FEIS) and confirmed  in  the DMMO letter dated October 31,  2000 (see Appendix
G) for a copy of the letter), the majority of sediments to be dredged was found to be
suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal and not contaminated.

The proposed dredging operations would increase the suspended sediment
concentration in the water column near the dredging area. Studies conducted by the
ACOE have determined that 1.5% to 3% of the sediment volume of each clamshell
bucket is introduced as suspended material into the water column. Assuming 3% of
the material dredged would become suspended and that 413,000 cubic meters
(540,000 cubic yards) would be dredged, approximately 12,400 cubic meters (16,200
cubic yards) are expected to become suspended.

Based on a particle tracking analysis that was conducted, about 40% to 60% (or 5,000
to 7,400 cubic meters [6,500 to 9,700 cubic yards]) of the suspended sediment
materials would have the potential to remain in suspension for an extended period.  As
mentioned in response to Comment 2, not all of the sediment that becomes suspended
would be transported to the Oakland Harbor. Only small particles (fine silt and clay)
would likely be transported to the shallow areas of the harbor, whereas heavier

                  particles
are expected to settle quickly in the East Span Project area.  Even if all the
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suspended sediment particles were to settle in the harbor, it would
represent less than             2.6% of the 283,000 cubic meters (370,000 cubic yards) of the current Operations and

Maintenance (0&M) dredging requirement of the harbor and less than 1.4 % of the
535,000 cubic meters (700,000 cubic yards) of the future O&M dredging requirement
of the harbor, after the proposed Oakland Harbor Navigation Improvement Project is
completed.  Also, this potential increase would only occur once. After dredging is
completed, there would not be any additional impact to dredging in the harbor area.
Therefore, the proposed bridge would not substantially increase maintenance and
dredging needs within the federal navigation channels and berths located to the south
of the project area.

Comment 4
Numerical model simulation studies for the San Francisco Bay have been previously
performed using a two-dimensional depth averaged hydrodynamic model (MIKE 21).
The modeling was performed for the purpose of evaluating the scour potential around
the new bridge piers. The results from these modeling studies included the East Span
and the Oakland Estuary.  The data included the x- and y- component of velocity for a
180-meter (591-foot) spaced grid every half hour for 50 hours.  The grid was rotated
approximately 36 degrees to the west from north. These simulated 2-D flow velocity
values were used to generate trajectories for particles originating in the proposed
dredging area.

The simulated flow paths of particles within the proposed dredging area are shown in
figures available at Caltrans District 4 offices as part of the study. These figures show
the path of particles suspended in the water column in the dredging area for a 50-hour             
period starting with an ebb tide and the particle trajectories starting with a flood tide.
The figures also show that particles contained within the first half of the eastern portion
of the dredging area may enter into the navigation channels and the harbor located to
the south of the dredging area. Particles in the water column located in the western
half of the dredging area are not expected to enter into the navigation channels in or
near the Port of Oakland facilities. Generally, they are quickly carried into the deeper
portions of the Bay where they are quickly transported away.

These results show that sediment particles would take more than one tidal cycle to
enter into the harbor area. This would provide opportunity for the sand and some silt to
settle before reaching the harbor area. Finer clay particles (with an estimated settling
velocity of less than 1.2 meters per day (3.9 feet per day) based on a particle size of 4
microns in still water) would remain in suspension for a longer period of time. Because
of the turbulent flow conditions that exist in the Bay, these finer clay particles may not
settle except in shallow calm areas. Therefore, little sediment is expected to settle in
the navigation channels or port areas.

Comment 5
Comment noted.

Comment 6
Caltrans proposes to beneficially reuse a majority of the material at an upland wetland
site, assuming availability and cost-effectiveness. Caltrans would also beneficially
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                  reuse
some dredged material and excavated sand to restore portions of the barge

access channel at the Oakland Touchdown area for eelgrass habitat. Materials
disposed at the Alcatraz site (SF-11) would be generated on a monthly basis during
pier construction. This would amount to a maximum of approximately 460 cubic meters
(600 cubic yards) per month, less than one full barge trip per month. This amount is
below the monthly amount allowed at the SF-11 site by the LTMS.  This is consistent
with the LTMS, which proposes to substantially reduce but not eliminate the use of SF-
11 for dredged material disposal.

In its comment letter on the DMMP of August 20, 1999, EPA concurred with
Caltrans/FHWA's preferred combination of reuse/disposal options, which includes
beneficially reusing a majority of the material at upland wetland sites with a small
monthly amount of material being disposed at the in-Bay (Alcatraz) site. This letter can
be found in Volume 11: Section 2 - DMMP Comments and Responses of this FEIS.

Comment 7
As noted in the DMMP, the capacity of the Alcatraz site to serve the needs of the East
Span Project is uncertain due to the "first-come first served" policy and seasonal
disposal restrictions, as well as the DMMO policy on "new work.".

The EPA has agreed to the concept of limited disposal of East Span Project dredged
material at SF-11 (see response to Comment 6 above). The Alcatraz site is actively
managed  by the  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to maintain  it at navigable depths,  and
potential use of the site for disposal of East Span Project dredged materials would be

                 approved by these agencies and other DMMO member agencies having authority over
in-Bay disposal. Consideration of potential navigational impacts on the Port of Oakland
would be part of this approval.

Comment 8
Please see responses to Comments 6 and 7 above.

Comment 9
It  is  acknowledged  that the  use of Berth  10  may  not be available for the  East Span
Project. Potential impacts of operation and vehicle traffic associated with a temporary
material handling site would need to be assessed prior to its use.

Comment 10
This reference correction is noted.

Comment 11
This reference correction is noted.
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.£15     Al-<
offico of ae City Man,ger

July 21,1999

Man Metandry
Caltrans District 4
111 Grand Ave. (P.0. Box 23660)
Oakland Ca, 94623-0660
Faxed:  July 21,1999

Subject Comments on Dredged Materials Management Plan

ne City of Berkeley City Council passed a  motion Tuesday, July 20,  1999. to offer comments  on the Dredged
Materials Management Plan (DMMP)  for the  San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety
Project to Caltrons District 4. These comments are as follows:

1.    The sediment study in the DMMP is premature and incomplete. The study should be resubmitted when
final                  1analyses of sediments are available

2.    The DMMP accepts ocean durping while it lacks detailed studies ofimpacts to ecological
receptors such as                  2

crustaceans, mollusks, algae, and other organisms and their larval stages.

3.     Decisions on the disposal  site of xdiments should not be
primarily cost based.                                                                                                        3

4.    Uncontaminated sediments should be seen as a resource and not
a.m.                                                                                                1   4

5.    Land disposal is a preferable disposal site of
sediments.                                                                                                                                        5

6.    The study should include alternatives to trucking sediments to land-disposal sites. such as barging to levees
or wetland areas. I 6

7. Controlling scdiment dispersion during dredging by the use  of a "curtain" should be a requirement. not an
option intheDMMP. Verification ofthe effectiveness of the curtain should be ongoing during dredging.                        7

Mease contact Nabil Al-Hadithy, Secretary of the City ofBerkeley Community Environmental Advisory
Commission at 510.705.8150, should you require any additional information.

Sincerely,
/5/

JAMES KEENE
City Manager

CC: Mayor and City Council

Sherry Kelly, City Cletic
Elizabeth Epstein, Director of Plarming and Development
Nabil Al.Hadithy, Hamrdous Materials Supervisor
John Selawski, Chair, Community Environmental Advisory Commission

1900 Additon Strect, Berkeley. CA 94704    Tel: 510.644.6380    TDD: 510.644.6915    Fax: 310.64•.8801
B-Mail: m:mizur@01.berkelev.aui
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               City of Berkeley Letter dated 7/21/1999

Comment 1
Testing performed in advance of publication of the DMMP would have been at too early
a date to receive consideration by the DMMO and an additional testing program would
have been required prior to dredging for the East Span Project.  The DMMP, which
focuses on evaluation of potential disposal sites, is based on information collected by
the Port of Oakland. Test results do not invalidate the DMMP, but serve to refine the
proportion of upland landfill disposal.  In its letter of October 31, 2000 (see Appendix G
for a copy of the letter), the DMMO made the following conclusions regarding the
disposal of dredged materials:

1)  Up to 248,219 cubic meters (324,681 cubic yards) of site sediments are suitable for
unconfined aquatic disposal and;

2)  Up to 319,181cubic meters (417,503 cubic yards) of site sediments are suitable for
beneficial reuse at upland wetland sites.

Any sediment not suitable for aquatic disposal or reuse would be properly disposed of
at a landfill.

Comment 2

 
ocean disposal site (SF-DODS), which is consistent with the Long-Term Management
The DMMP includes, among the disposal options evaluated, disposal at a permitted

Strategy (LTMS) approach toward use of ocean disposal. The SF-DODS site was
designated under Section 102 of the Marine Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act
in  1994 by EPA.

The DMMP discusses the potential impacts of dredged material disposal on a number
of reuse/disposal sites. Actual disposal would take place with full consideration of the
specific requirements of each reuse/disposal site. Potential impacts to special status
species present at dredged material reuse/disposal sites would be addressed by the
managing entities of the reuse/disposal sites. Impacts and mitigation for these sites
would be included in environmental documentation prepared for each reuse/disposal
project and would not be part of the East Span Project.

Comment 3
Disposal site selection is not based on cost as the primary factor. In addition to cost,
the decision-making criteria presented in the DMMP are feasibility of implementation,
environmental impacts, impact on project schedule and logistics, reliability of the sites,
consistency with LTMS goals and permitting requirements, and results of the sediment
testing program.

Comment 4
The DMMP acknowledges the LTMS goal of using uncontaminated sediment in wetland
restoration projects and includes evaluation of disposal at the Montezuma and

 
Hamilton Restoration Sites as possible options.  The DMMP also recommends that
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other upland/wetland reuse sites be considered as they become available during
project implementation.

Comment 5
The preference for upland reuse/disposal is noted. Beneficial reuse is one of the goals
of the LTMS considered by the DMMP. The determination of what reuse/disposal site is
preferred needs to take into account a number of decision-making criteria, including
site availability, project schedule, consistency with the LTMS, permitting requirements,
environmental impacts, and costs.

Comment 6
The DMMP, in both its air quality evaluation and cost derivation, assumes the use of
vessels to wetland reuse/disposal sites and trucking to landfill sites.

Comment 7
Caltrans would implement a turbidity control program, which may possibly include the
use of turbidity curtains, to control turbidity. Caltrans is continuing to investigate the
feasibility, maintenance, and effectiveness of turbidity curtains to reduce sediment
transport as a result of unconfined dredging.
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CITY OF OAKLAND          

250 FRANK H. OCAWA PLAZA. SUITE 3330 · OAKLAND, CALIFORNIA 94612·2032

Community and Economic Developmen, Agency 1510) 238·3941
Planning & Zonins Services Division FAX (510) 2384538

TOD (5101 839-6451

July 20, 1999

Ms.Man Melandty
Calt:zns Environmental Planning
P.O. Box23660
Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Dear Ms. Melandry:

The City of Oakland (Cig) appreciates fhe opportunity to comment on the Dredged Material
Management Plan (DMMP), a supplement to the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement/Statutory Exemption prepared by Caltens and the Federal Highway Administration
for the San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project

Tlie DMMP does not adequately address the potential for disturbance and transport of sediments
resulting from ike proposed dredging operations. The dredging operations could mobilize
contaminated sediments not suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal. These sediments,  if not                        1

                                     properly controlled, could adversely affect federal navigation channels and/or berths located
south ofthe dredging project

Caltrans should not rely on the Alcaniz disposal site.  As a new dredging project. not a
maintenance operation Caltrans should plan on the Hinilton mid Montezuma wetlands

12renoration sites or an ocean disposal si12 as backup.

The City looks forward to receiving copies of the Final Environmental Impact Statement when it
is available f6r review.

..3ocrely,--= 

c ·  ___Ld& dou<-Acting Director ofplanning
CommAi E,nd Economic Development Agency

co:  Lynn Warner, CEDA, Planning
Andrew Clark-Clough, PWA, Environmental Services

1
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                     City of Oakland Letter dated 7/20/1999

Comment 1
The comment regarding the mobilization of contaminated sediments is noted.  As
stated in the Sediment Sampling and Analysis Report (available for review at the
Caltrans District 4 Public Information Office and at selected libraries listed in the
Preface of the FEIS) and confirmed in the DMMO letter dated October 31, 2000 (see
Appendix G) for a copy of the letter), the majority of sediments to be dredged was
found to be suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal and not contaminated.

The proposed dredging operations would increase the suspended sediment
concentration in the water column near the dredging area. Studies conducted by the
ACOE have determined that 1.5% to 3% of the sediment volume of each clamshell
bucket is introduced as suspended material into the water column. Assuming 3% of
the material dredged would become suspended and that 413,000 cubic meters
(540,000 cubic yards) would be dredged, approximately 12,400 cubic meters (16,200
cubic yards) are expected to become suspended.

Based on a particle tracking analysis that was conducted, about 40% to 60% (or 5,000
to 7,400 cubic meters [6,500 to 9,700 cubic yards]) of the suspended sediment
materials would have the potential to remain in suspension for an extended period.  Not
all of the sediment that becomes suspended would be transported to the Oakland

  Only small particles (fine silt and clay) would likely be transported to the shallow areas
Harbor because of the distance from the bridge to the harbor and navigation channels.

of the harbor, whereas heavier particles are expected to settle quickly in the East Span
Project area.  Even if all the suspended sediment particles were to settle in the harbor,
it would represent less than 2.6% of the 283,000 cubic meters (370,000 cubic yards) of
the current Operations and Maintenance (0&M) dredging requirement of the harbor
and less than 1.4 % of the 535,000 cubic meters (700,000 cubic yards) of the future
0&M dredging requirement of the harbor, after the proposed Oakland Harbor
Navigation Improvement Project is completed.  Also, this potential increase would only
occur once. After dredging is completed, there would not be any additional impact to
dredging in the harbor area. Therefore, the proposed project would not substantially
increase additional dredging needs in the harbor area.

Comment 2
As indicated on the DMMP, Caltrans is not relying on one disposal site over another.
Rather, the combination of disposal sites to be used depends on factors such as
availability, cost-effectiveness, and the actual amount of dredged material.  This is
consistent with the LTMS which proposes to reduce but not eliminate disposal at the
Alcatraz site.
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=Sh
OFFICE OF THE MAYOR WILLIE LEWIS BROWN, JR.

SAN FRANOBSCO Clip
TRBASUAS ISLAND PROJECT '/el#/I:,Str,
410 AveNUE OF PALMS. 8600 01
TIGNIG ISLAND
SAN FRA.-'00. CA 041 30
(415) 274-0060
FAX (416) 27/-0299

July 21,1999

Ms. Mara Melandry, Environmental Manager
Toll BridgeProgram
Caltrans, District 4
Mail Stadon: 12-C
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA  94623-0660

Dear Ms. Melandry.

The City and County of San Francisco submits the following comments on Caltrans' San

Fmnoisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safely Project Dredged Matenal Management

Plan (DMMP).   As with the DEIS, the DMMP omits data aitical to the protection ofthe
environment andrelegates toayet to'        '         ' 3      '    ''       which will impact
irreplaceable resources.

Ar     . - . .       . .   .'   .1  .  .      ...
. . 1 dzedged

mate:i,1  dispoial  options, in fact, the DMMP discusses dzedging alternatives, disposal

alternatives, and possible mitigation for the impacts of both activities.  Thus, the City's
comments include each of *6-- aspects.

Most importantly, becarme theDMMP i, writtentotake into accountawide rwee
of protect altenti tives, including alternative alignments, construction techniques dredging

1
methods (sg„ mechanical vs. hydraulic) andiediment testing results, it is impossible to
ascertain the Lesst Enviroomentally Damidne Practicable Alternative (LEDPA). For
eitample, the alternatives withthe smallest volume of dredged material would be the two

northern aligoments under the lower limit volrime. But if the higher volume estimate is used, the
southern alignment would result in lower dredge volumes than the northern alignments.

The wide range
- : and thus, potential

dredge volumes and consequent impacts, results from Calta:,s;decision not to define how
potential contractors would implement the project   Instead. the DMMP assumes that the
project would be put out to bid and the contractor would decide construction and dredging                       2
techniques.  This means that the potential,  

1--

Rec,CLED RA#11
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disposal would be unknown Imil a contactorisselected and thereford the public has no                                         2

assurance that the LEDPA would be impleme  1 Cont.
Sediment testing was not completed prior to preparation of the DMMP.    Testing

results could radically change the amount of matesial that is suitable for unconfned aqnatic

disposal.   Such inforination is critical in dete:mit,Ing the amount of material that must be directe,
to landfills Verfus the Alcatraz and Deep Ocean disposal sites, Caltrans should have campleted           •
sediment testing prior to publication of the document in order to facilitte better

decision-                         3making.

11
···'

-, different depending on whether

nestles or t=nporary falsework would be usedinnearshore ste# or if barge channels are
dredged instead   The use of barge channels will damage 'special aquatic sites"  such as mudflats
and eelgrass  beds.  Although Caltrans indicatu thir it would miligate such impacts by creating
new eelgrass beds ata 3:l ratio, it aclmowledges that suchmitigation is expaimental.  Caltrans
is pennitting the  contractor to,"    '            -        whether snch  impacts would be sub,tantially
avoided  by  the use of tempors,y tresties. or if barge channels wonld  be dredged with                                     4
attendant impacts on special aquatic sites, for which unproven mitigation is offered.  The
southern   '2            t would largely avoid impcts to eelgrass.

Suggested mitigation for impacts on chinook salmon, steelhead, green sturgeon
and longfin smelt (p. 3-20) includes the use of physical baniers such as silt curtains to contain
the turbidity plume 'if practicable' and to dredge only between June 1 and November 30 "if                      5
construction sequencing permits.-   Thus, both measures cited for reducing impacts on these fish
species are conditional and uncertain

To reduce impacts on Pacific herring, the sponsor propoxs to have a qualified biologist
monitor for the presence ofherzing and to suspend operations if spawning is found to be
ocom,ing. While this technique has been employed on otherprojects in San Puncisco Bay, the                                                               plimmy  method  of preventing impacts  on  hetring  is to avoid dredging entirely  duiing  the  harinE                         6

season, with suggested monitoring used as a secondazy method ofavoiding impacts. Caltrans
should, therefore, propose limiting dredging to the herring "windof unless circumstances
necessitate dredging duting the herring season, at whioh time the proposed mitigation via
monitoring can be employed.

Ifyou should have questions regording the above, please direct them to Hilary Giletman,
the City's Environmental Review Offtcer.

9*4% wv-kQ-7QI 11 106 unmelskg
-Director, Special Projects 1
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City and County of San Francisco - Office of the Mayor, Treasure Island
Project Letter dated 7/21/1999

Comment 1
The assumptions that led to upper and lower limits of dredged quantities have
changed. Construction scenarios envisioned when the DMMP was prepared in 1999
assumed either a barge access channel dredged along the northern edge of the
Oakland Touchdown area or the use of trestles from which structures could be built.

Subsequent to the DMMP, it has been determined that barge access along the
northern edge of the Oakland Touchdown area would be required to install the large
diameter piles for the westbound structure. Construction scenarios now assume use of
an access channel with trestles and falsework placed within the channel after it is
dredged.  As a result, volumes of dredged material are no longer being distinguished
on the basis of upper and lower limits. Revised dredged quantities are included in
Table 4.14-4 of the FEIS and in an errata sheet included with the DMMP in Appendix M.

The DMMP was prepared in response to comments on the DEIS that there was
insufficient information about the disposal of dredged material; its purpose was not to
identify the LEDPA. The LEDPA determination applies to the East Span project
alternatives, not to dredged material disposal options, which are the same no matter
which alternative is identified as the LEDPA. Please see Section 2.2.6 - Preferred and
Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative of the FEIS for more details.

Comment 2
Caltrans would limit the contractor's construction and dredging techniques when and
where appropriate for environmental reasons. The environmental impacts of dredging
are addressed in the FEIS. Section 2.6 -Construction Activities describes potential
dredging activities. Section 4.9- Natural Resources, Section 4.14.8 - Temporary
Impacts, Natural Resources and Section 4.14.10 - Construction Excavation and
Dredging describe potential impacts of dredging.

Comment 3
Testing performed in advance of publication of the DMMP would have been at too early
a date to receive consideration by the DMMO and an additional testing program would
have been required prior to dredging for the East Span Project.  The DMMP, which
focuses on evaluation of potential disposal sites, is based on information collected by
the Port of Oakland. Test results do not invalidate the DMMP, but serve to refine the
proportion of upland landfill disposal.  In its letter of October 31, 2000 (see Appendix G
for a copy of the letter), the DMMO made the following conclusions regarding the
disposal of dredged materials:

1)  Up to 248,219 cubic meters (324,681 cubic yards) of site sediments are suitable for
unconfined aquatic disposal and;

2)  Up to 319,181 cubic meters (417,503 cubic yards) of site sediments are suitable for

 
beneficial reuse at upland wetland sites.
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Any sediment not suitable for the aquatic disposal or reuse sites would be properly                   
disposed of at a landfill.

Comment 4
The preference for a southern alternative is noted. Caltrans has completed a
Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites (see Appendix N). Section 4.9.6
- Natural Resources, Mitigation and Section 4.14.8 - Temporary Impacts, Natural
Resources have updated descriptions of the mitigation concepts discussed in the
Conceptual Mitigation Plan. The plan was developed in consultation with resource
agencies.

Comment 5
Caltrans would implement a turbidity control program, which may possibly include the
use of turbidity curtains during dredging operations to reduce sediment impacts to
eelgrass (to which Pacific herring eggs may be attached). Caltrans is continuing to
investigate the feasibility, maintenance, and effectiveness of turbidity curtains.
Construction activities that occur during the peak herring spawning season would be
monitored by a qualified biologist to watch for the presence of spawning herring.  If
spawning is observed in the project area, in-water construction activities would be
suspended within 200 meters (660 feet) of observed spawn. In-water construction
activities would not resume at that location for a period of up to 14 days (as determined
by a qualified biologist) allowing herring eggs to hatch and larvae to disperse.

Caltrans is still considering not dredging during the peak juvenile outmigration period                
(January 1 through May 31), if construction sequencing permits.

All mitigation measures would be coordinated with the California Department of Fish
and Game, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the National Marine Fisheries Service.

Comment 6
As noted in the comment, while monitoring to reduce impacts on Pacific herring has
been employed on other projects in San Francisco Bay, the most successful method is
to avoid dredging entirely during the herring season. Caltrans is planning on limiting
dredging during the herring 'window" unless circumstances necessitate dredging, at
which time the monitoring and mitigation noted in the DMMP and FEIS would be
employed.
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g         LEAGUE OF
---HI#'"69 WOMEN VOTERS
„011111111"lillI„1-1.  A A

  OF THE BAY AREA
-

An Inter-kague Organization--

July 20,1999

Ma:Ia Melandry
Caltrans Environmental Planning
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland. CA 946

RE: DREDGED MATERIAL MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR THE SAN FRANaSCO-
OAKLAND BAY BRIDGE EAST SPAN SEISMIC SAFEIY PROJECT

Dear Ms.  Melandly:

The League of Women Voters or the Bay Area appreclates the opportunity to comment on the
plan for dredgIng and disposIng or the aredged matedol from the San Francisc0-Oakland Bay
Bridge project.  We have the following concerns.

Because the results  of the sedlment tests for the  project  alternatives are not  available, there Is
not mmiclent Informotion upon whlcn to make well Informed recommendation. It could be
that some material Is not sUITable for any sort of aquatic disposaL   We suggest that the Plan

                                             document be  relisued after the resulls or the sediment lest#g

are available for review.                                1

We recommend using on of tne matedal thal lisuitable for aquatic dliposol to restore                             2
wetlands at Hamilton.  This option (E) would madmlze beneficlol reuse of the matelial by
creating marsh.  Material that is suitable for aquatic disposal should not be wasted by
disposing of It al Alcatraz or in a landfill.

However. until the quality oflhe mdenal In known. It Is not clear whether all of the mote,ial
would be suItable for Hamilton. In-My. ocean m even landfllts.  A future document should
discuss suitable disposal ines, If needed. for specmc material thot Is not suitable for aquatic                 3
disposal.

Thank you focresponcing to our comments.

31 efely

7& 41
n Matwura

P sldent

500 St. Marys Road. Suite 14, Lafayeae, CA 94549 I™.925-283-7093 OFAX 925-283-2613
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League of Women Voters  of  the  Bay Area Letter dated 7/20/1999

Comment 1
This recommendation is noted. Results of sediment testing are available in the FEIS in
Section 3.12.2 - Sediment Sampling and Analysis. The Sediment Sampling Analysis
Report can be reviewed at the Caltrans District 4 Public Information Office and at
selected libraries listed in the Preface of the FEIS. Caltrans does not intend to issue a
new DMMP since all of the potential options have already been discussed in the
DMMP.

Comment 2
The recommendation is noted. Caltrans' goal is to dispose of dredged material at

upland wetland sites (if sites are available to accept the material and are cost-effective)
combined with disposal of small amounts of dredged materials generated by
excavation for new piers at the Alcatraz site.  The EPA has concurred with this dredged
material reuse/disposal concept in its letter on the DMMP dated 8/20/1999.  If
approved sites are not available or found to be not cost-effective, Caltrans may
beneficially reuse materials at landfill sites as daily cover or dispose of materials at the

deep ocean disposal site. Caltrans also plans on beneficially reusing some dredged
material, approximately 32,000 cubic meters (42,000 cubic yards) to restore up to 0.7
hectare (1.7 acres) of the barge access channel for eelgrass habitat.

Comment 3
In its letter of October 31,  2000 (see Appendix G for a copy of the

letter), the  DMMO                          
made the following conclusions regarding the disposal of dredged materials:

1)  Up to 248,219 cubic meters (324,681 cubic yards) of site sediments are suitable for
unconfined aquatic disposal and;

2)  Up to 319,181 cubic meters (417,503 cubic yards) of site sediments are suitable for
beneficial reuse at upland wetland sites.

See response to Comment 2 in regard to plans for suitable dredged material.  Any
sediment not suitable for aquatic disposal or reuse would be properly disposed of at a
landfill.  It has been determined that all material not suitable for unconfined aquatic

disposal could be disposed of at a Class  I I landfill which accepts non-hazardous
materials in addition to designated wastes.

Caltrans does not intend to issue a new DMMP, since all of the potential options have
been discussed in the DMMP. While volumes and costs may vary depending on the
classification of dredged material, the DMMP contains conservative estimates of the

expected types of materials.
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Jb «i,,   1 :
Marin Au616011 Society       f801(.599       Mit[ 9/affey,  C«ontia 94942-0599

July 19, 1999

Marla Melandry
caltrans
Environmental Planning
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94623-4444

Dear Ms. Melandry:

Thank you for sending a copy of the ·Dredged Material Management Plan• for the
San Francisco - Oakland Bay Bridge East Seismic safety project.  Our questions
and concerns are as follows:

• How does this "Dredged Material Management Plann relate to the Environmental      
Impact Report/Statement?  This document, the information in it. and the

information it should contain as described in this letter, should be part of         1
the EIR/S. This should be stated in the EIR/S and the Plan.

·  Explain  how the eelgrass  estimates are •double counted. •  Even  if  mudflaDs
are restored to replace mudflats where eelgrass exists now, does not mean that       2
the eelgrass will restore itself along with the mudflats.

· The sites that are being evaluated as mitigation for the loss of intertidal        3mudflats should be described so that their suitability and adequacy can be
evaluated.

· How close would the dredging occur to areas of foraging and roosting for
shorobirds along the shoreline?  How would impacts of these activities be
avoided or otherwiie mitigated? I 4

• We recommend that dredging activities be avoided during pacific herring           sspawning season.

• The discussion of removal of any gediments found not to be suitable for
aquatic disposal states •Any material found to be contaminated and not
suitable  for aquatic disposal will require   careful   removal. • What exactly  does
that mean?  What measuree would be taken to •carefully remove• contaminated
material 7  If the reviewer does not know how they would be removed, how can we 16evaluate the adequacy of these measures?

• A subsequent EIR/S should be produced after the test results for the
sediments have been obtained.  The public should have an opportunity to review       7
the results and potential disposal locations for any material the dispogal of
which is not addressed in this document, i.e. material that is contaminated or
unsuitable for aquatic disposal.

· The discussion of landfill disposal should consider use of the dredged
material for daily cover not jus: for disposal which would shorten the life of       8
the landfill.

* Our preferred disposal option ic Option E allocation of all material to
Hamilton so that all SUAD material gan ve reused to benefit the Bay.  This          9
alternative is the mose in keeping with protection of the Bay ecosystem and

@ A Chaptzz of Xaidona[ AiiAbon Society
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che letter and spirit of LTMS because it will maximize beneficial reuse by
restoring tidal marsh.

Thank you for considering and responding to our concerns.

sin e  fo
« .' 6·1        ··<VI    1;Ba*ara Sali an 

/ Conservatidn Committee
i
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  Marin Audubon Society Letter dated 7/19/1999

Comment 1
The DMMP provides detailed documentation of dredging activities and reuse/disposal
of dredged materials that could be generated by construction activities for the East
Span Project.  It was prepared in response to comments on the DEIS.  The DMMP is
referenced throughout the FEIS and is included as Appendix M of the FEIS. Relevant
portions of the FEIS have been revised to reflect findings of the DMMP (see Sections
3.12,4.9,4.14.8, and 4.14.10).

Comment 2
Eelgrass beds are found in sand flats. This means that an area is counted as occupied
by sand flats and the same area is counted again as occupied by eelgrass. As stated
in the comment, eelgrass may not restore itself in the sand flat areas even if sand flats
are restored or replaced. Eelgrass restoration and mitigation would follow the
recommendations contained in the FEIS in Sections 4.9.6 and 4.14.8.

Comment 3
Caltrans has refined conceptual plans for eelgrass and sand flat mitigation (see
Conceptual Mitigation Plan for Special Aquatic Sites in Appendix N). A potential site
has been identified for out-of-kind mitigation (the Breuner property in Richmond).
Specific issues of cost and feasibility of mitigation at these sites would be addressed
prior to site selection and mitigation implementation.

Comment 4
Please see Figures 4-21 through 4-24 in Appendix A. These figures identify potential
dredging locations in relation to special aquatic sites. The northern alternatives would
permanently impact shorebird feeding habitat. Sand flats along the northern portion of
the Oakland Touchdown area provide foraging and roosting areas. Approximately 1.36
hectares (3.36 acres) of these sand flats woOId be permanently impacted by the
northern alternatives. However, the reduction in feeding habitat is not anticipated to
adversely impact shorebirds due to the relatively small area affected by the project.
The northern alternatives would also temporarily impact 0.69 hectare (1.70 acre) of
sand flats during construction of the westbound roadway and placement of a geotube
for dewatering. Replacement Alternative S-4 would permanently impact approximately
0.21 hectare (0.51 acre) of uplands. The upland areas occur on the south side of the
Oakland Touchdown area and are known to provide shorebird winter and high-tide
roosting habitat. All replacement alternatives would temporarily impact this upland
area during construction and would result in the displacement of roosting habitat.
Proposed mitigation for the loss of shorebird roosting habitat includes restoration of
portions of the sand flats impacted by the placement of a geotube and off-site creation
of a tidal marsh ecosystem, including enhancement or creation of upland shorebird
refugia. See Section 4.9.6 - Natural Resources, Mitigation and Section 4.14.8 -
Temporary Impacts During Construction Activities for more on mitigation.
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Comment 5
Caltrans would implement a turbidity control program, which may possibly include the               
use of turbidity curtains, during dredging operations to reduce impacts to eelgrass (to
which Pacific herring eggs may be attached). Caltrans is continuing to investigate the
feasibility, maintenance, and effectiveness of turbidity curtains. Construction activities
that occur during the peak herring spawning season would be monitored by a qualified
biologist to watch for the presence of spawning herring. If spawning is observed in the
project area, in-water construction activities would be suspended within 200 meters
(660 feet) of observed spawn. In-water construction activities would not resume at that
location for a period of up to 14 days (as determined by a qualified biologist) allowing
herring eggs to hatch and larvae to disperse.

All mitigation measures would be coordinated with the California Department of Fish
and Game, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the National Marine Fisheries Service.

Comment 6
Results of sediment sampling show that the majority of sediments to be dredged are
not contaminated. Dredging would be conducted with equipment that minimizes
turbidity to the extent feasible. Caltrans is still investigating dredging methods.
Factors that will be taken into consideration include cost, effectiveness in reducing
turbidity, and feasibility. Excavated material determined to be contaminated would be
transported to an appropriate upland landfill location.

Comment 7
Caltrans does not intend to prepare a separate EIR/S based on sediment

testing                      results. The Sediment Sampling and Analysis Report is available for review at Caltrans
District 4 Public Information Office and at selected libraries listed in the Preface of the
FEIS.

In its letter of October 31, 2000 (see Appendix G for a copy of the letter), the DMMO
made the following conclusions regarding the disposal of dredged materials:

1)  Up to 248,219 cubic meters (324,681 cubic yards) of site sediments are suitable for
unconfined aquatic disposal and;

2)  Up to 319,181cubic meters (417,503 cubic yards) of site sediments are suitable for
beneficial reuse at upland wetland sites.

Any sediment not suitable for the above sites would be properly disposed of at a
landfill.

Comment 8
As indicated on page 4-23 of the DMMP, some of the dredged material could
potentially be used as daily cover at a landfill, depending on the material
characteristics. Materials not suitable for daily cover would be buried in the landfill.
The potential impact of such disposal on the longevity of Bay Area landfills was
addressed in the DMMP. Disposal of the project's material is not expected to shorten
the life of Bay Area landfill capacity even if all material were to be

transported to                     
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landfills. For additional information, please see Section 5.4 - Landfill Disposal in the
DMMP in Appendix M. Actual use for daily cover would also depend on the landfill's
cover needs.

Comment 9
This recommendation is noted. In evaluating a preferred disposal option, the DMMP
has considered a range of factors which includes beneficial reuse as one of the LTMS
goals. The availability of disposal sites is another factor. The Hamilton Wetlands
Restoration Project is not yet available to receive dredged materials.
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Department of the Interior 9/2/1999

 

United States Department of the Interior
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20240

ER-99/594

SEP 2  Egg

Mr. Jeffrey Lindley
Division Administrator
Federal Highway Administration
980 gm Street, Suite 400
Sacramento, California 95814-2724

Dear Mr. Lindley:

This is in response to the request for the Department of the Interior comments on the

Supplemental Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation for San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span
Seismic Safety Project, San Francisco and Alameda Counties, California.

                                     We
are pleased with the level of cooperation and coordination with the various Federal,

State and       1local agencies concerning project impacts and mitigation measures to Section 4(0 resources.

Historic and Archeological Resources

We recommend continued cooperation and coordination with the State Historic Preservation

Officer in order to prepare a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) which should include measures

to avoid and/or minimize harm to historic and archeological resources which may be
affected bY       2

the proposed project. in compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act
of  1966. as amended. A signed copy  of the MOA should be included  in tlie Final  Section  4(0
Evaluation.

Park and Recreation Resources

We also recommend continued cooperation and coordination with the various Federal, State and

local agencies in order to reach definitive agreements regarding project impacts and mitigation
measures to Gateway Park and Radio Beach. Replacement lands and development possibilities     3
for these areas should be funded by the proposed project, based on the agreements reached with

the agencies administering these two areas. Evidence to that effect should be documented in the
Final Section 4(0 Evaluation.
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Summary Comments

We will provide you with further comments on the Section 4(0 aspects of this project upon the
circulation of the Final Section 4(f) Evaluation for public review and comment.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments.

Sincerely,

{1)  £14*'    L
\-       /

Willie R. Taylor
Director, Office of Environm     al
Policy and Compliance

CC:

Ms. Mara Melandry, Environmental Manager
East Span Seismic Safety Project
Toll Bridge Program

  Caltrans District 4111 Grand Avenue
P. O. Box 23660
Oakland, California 94523-0660
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Department of the Interior 9/2/1999

  United States Department  of the interior Letter received 9/2/1999

Comment 1
Comment noted.

Comment 2
The Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) has been finalized and is included as
Appendix 0 of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), of which this final
Section 4(f) Evaluation is a part.

Comment 3
Coordination and cooperation are continuing regarding Gateway Park. The northern
replacement alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative (Replacement Alternative
N-6) would not use land proposed by Oakland Base Reuse Authority (OBRA) for the
Gateway Park and would not create a need for replacement land.  With the northern
replacement alternatives, any State right-of-way determined to be excess to
transportation needs would automatically revert to the Port of Oakland (Port) pursuant
to a reversionary clause in the deed.  As a result, it is expected that the Port would
need to agree to development opportunities allowing for expansion of the proposed
park into excess State land.

Coordination regarding Radio Beach in the context of Section 4(f) is not required.  As

                  by FHWA not to
be protected by the provisions of Section 4(f). Any concerns the Port

discussed in the Section 4(f) evaluation in section 6.7.2, Radio Beach was determined

of Oakland may have regarding Radio Beach would be addressed during right-of-way
negotiations rather than through the evaluation of impacts on Section 4(f) resources.
Accbrdingly, the final Section 4(f) Evaluation does not include agreements with the Port
of Oakland regarding Radio Beach.
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East Bay Regional Park District 9/15/1999

REGIOINALf»KS
EAST BAY

REGIONAL PARK DISTRICT      

Rece,ve-&-44.
BOARD OF DIRECTOR

Ms. Mara Melandry 91(r-19?
Beverly Lane
Pieslder,1

Caltrans, District 4 Ward 6

PO Box 23660
Carol Saverin
Vice·Piestdort 

Oakland, CA 94623 John Sutter

Ward 3

Treasurer
Ward 2

RE:      East Span San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge Seismic Safety Project, Ayn Wieskemp

Supplemental Draft Section 4(4) Evaluation tr
Ted Radke
Wafd 7

Dear Ms. Melandry: Doug Siden
Ward 4

Jean Siri

Thank you for providing the East Bay Regional Park District with a copy of the subject       wa,0 ,
4(f) evaluation.  The District, as noted in the document, is in the process of planning the Pat O'Brien

East Bay Gateway Regional Park at the Oakland touchdown of the proposed East Span,
Gene,al Manager

and has worked for more than two years, with the support ofthe West Oakland
community, to gain endorsement for the park as a part of the reuse plan for the Oakland

Army Base.

The District concurs with the conclusion that the S.4 alignment alternative would have

significant 4(0 impacts to the planned park. The southern alignment would bisect the parcel
designated for the park in the Oakland Army Base Reuse Plan, reducing its size by half.  The

 
bridge would occupy the westernmost portion of the property, which is most desirable in terms
of region-wide views and shoreline access. In addition, noise impacts and the closer proximity
of the freeway to the remaining property would seriously threaten its viability as a public 1

recreational site and a parkland ofregional significance.

The N-2 and N-6 alignments, on the other hand, have the potential to enhance the size of the Park

by providing additional space for buffer areas from the freeway and space for the planned Bay
l'rail alignment leading to and across the new bridge span. These alignments are therefore

preferable to the District.

We appreciate the consideration ofthese comments by Caltrans and the FHWA.

Sincerely,.

Brian Wiese
Advance Planning

2950 Peralta Oaks Court   P.O.  Box 5381 Oakland. CA 94605-0381
www.eboarks.org   VJ)   T.: 510 635-0135

Too: 510 633-0460       Fu: 510 569-4319

San Francisco-Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project FEIS Page 3-4



t

Volume 11: Section 3 Draft Supplemental Section 4(f) Evaluation Comments and Responses
East Bay Regional Park District 9/15/1999

East Bay Regional Park District Letter received W15/1999

Comment 1
Comment(s) noted. The Preferred Alternative is Replacement Alternative N-6, which is
consistent with EBRPD's preference.

1/
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*CITY oF OAKLAND

250 FRANK H. OGAWA PLAZA. SUITE 3330 · OAKLAND, CALIFORNIA 94612·2032

Community and Ecnnomic Development Agency (510) 238-3941
Planning & Zoning Services Division FAX (5101238-6538

TDO (510) 839-6451

August 18,1999

Ms. Mara Melandry
Caltrans Environmental Planning
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Dear Ms. Melandry:

The City of Oakland (City) appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Supplemental Draft
Section 4(f) Evaluation, a supplement to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Statutory

Exemption prepared by Caltrans and the Federal Highway Administration for the San Francisco-
Oakland Bay Bridge East Span Seismic Safety Project

The Cityrequeststhatthe Section 4(f) evaluation address the following issues:

1.   Section 4(f) specifies that "(t)he Secretary [of Transportation] may approve a transportaSon

                                                                 program

or project..requiring theuse ofpublicly owned land ofa public park, regeation area, or
wildlife and waterfowl refugeofnational, State, or local significance only if:

1)    them is noprudentand feasiblealtcrnative tousingthatland: and

2)    the program or project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the park, recreation
arca. wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic site resulting from the use."

The area on the north side of the existing bridge (west of Radio Beach) is designated by the City
as a Resource Conservation Area and meets the above cliteria for a Section 4(f) resource
Therefore, it should be designated and evaluated as such. If either the N-2 or N-6 alignments are
selected by Caltrans, portions of the Resource Conservation Ana would be permanently             1
displaced, resulung in a loss of wildlife habitat and a net loss of public shoreline.   Mitigation for
this impact should include replacement of equivalent habitat area and public shoreline at a
minimum.

2.     Although the City has requested plans for the proposed hansportation facilities near the proposed
Gateway Park, Caltrans has nOI released any information as of yet   Therefore, the City cannot
evaluate the impacts ofthe proposed hnspottation facilities and associated development on the                        2
Gateway Park  The City is concemed that access to the patic may be restricted depending on the

needs of the proposed tansportaMon facilities.
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3.   The historic Key Pier Substation should be evaluated for potential proximity impacts that could
result in the constructive use of a Scctian 4(f) resource.   The building will be at risk for damage                                 3

since it will be in the middle of the construction staging area

4.   The City suggests that the following additional mitigation measures should be
incorporated into                     4the proposed project:

-      Improve the doign of the proposed bridge, specifically the viaduct section, to equal or
better                      1   Athan that of thc historic SFOBB.

•       Provide a significant and memorable "Gateway to Oakland" as one leaves and enters Oakland                               B
at the foot ofthe bridge (i.e. new "towers/monuments" flanking the bridge).

•       Provide art on the bridgd in the bridge (Le. embedded in concrete)and in the park.                                                        C

• Include historical markm on the bridge and in the Gateway Park.                                                                                             D

•     Include a necklace of lights alongthe bridge (similar to Lake Menitt's necklace of lights).                                   E

•    Construct a pennanent integutive center with a museum quality exhibit on bridge building,
rail transportation, the role of the bridge in regional development, and the human aspect of the                            F
bridge construction housed in the Key Pier Substation or  16th and Wood Street Station.

•       Reuse and rehabilitate the historic Key Pier
Substen.                                                                                                                   G

•      Commission an oilpainting depictingthe eastern span ofthe
SFOBB.                                                                        H

•       Rehabilitate and donate the historic toll plaza
clock.                                                                                                                     11

•       Preserve the existing historic wood sign at the anchorage an incorporate into the park
design.                             1   J

• Reuse/recycle parts ofule bridge.                                                                                                                                                                 K

•      Issue a souvenir edition newspaper upon the opening of the new
bridge, similar to the one                         L

released in  1936.

•       See previous City letters to Caltrans for more suggested
mitigations.                                                                                       M

The City looks forward to receiving copies of the Final Environmental Impact Statement when it
is available for review.

r/-j lieGlngDize,i:wrofflanabg

6,14     )Community and Economic Development Agency0)
cc: Lynn Warner, CEDA

Diane Tannenwald, PWA
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City of Oakland, Planning Department 8/18/1999

City of Oakland,  Planning  Department Letter dated 8/18/1999

Comment 1
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the agency responsible for assessing
whether a property is a protected 4(f) resource, has determined that the provisions of
Section 4(f) do not protect the Resource Conservation Area west of Radio Beach.  As
defined in the City's Land Use and Transportation Element (adopted 3/24/98), this land
use classification includes various desired uses and activities, and it does not of itself
qualify land for protection by Section 4(f). Further, the City's land use classifications
are not dependent on property ownership or actual land use. For instance, to the east
of the project area part of the land designated as a Resource Conservation Area is
owned by the State of California and used for transportation purposes.  This land use
classification simply indicates the City's intent for planning purposes, which is subject
to modification or revocation at any time by the City. The Oakland City Council
endorses a northern alternative for the East Span Project.1

While the Resource Conservation Area is not protected by Section 4(f), Caltrans
proposes on-site and off-site mitigation for impacts to habitat along the north shore of
the Oakland Touchdown. The conceptual mitigation plan is discussed in Section 4.9.6
- Natural Resources, Mitigation.

Comment 2
Access to the area of the proposed Gateway Park is currently limited. In early planning

                   meetings for the Gateway Park, Caltrans was asked to consider improving access by
designing on- and off-ramps that would provide direct access to the proposed park
from the bridge. Caltrans prepared conceptual ramp designs for the west end and the
east end of the proposed park. These conceptual ramp options were presented to the
City of Oakland, East Bay Regional Park District, San Francisco Bay Conservation and
Development Commission, and other interested agencies. The amount of land and/or
fill required to construct ramps in these locations was considered by these agencies to
be detrimental to the park itself. Ramps to the proposed park are not funded under the
enabling legislation for the project. No agency has proposed seeking funds for such
ramps, and Caltrans has not pursued ramp design. Caltrans would work with
interested agencies to improve signage and access via city streets.

Comment 3
This comment raises two issues that are distinct and separate: proximity impacts to the
Key Pier Substation that could lead to constructive use and damage to the building
itself during project construction.

Constructive use occurs when a transportation project does not incorporate land from a
Section 4(f) resource, but the project's proximity impacts are so severe that the
protected activities, features, or attributes that qualify a resource for protection under
Section 4(f) are substantially impaired. Substantial impairment occurs only when the
protected activities, features, or attributes of the resource are substantially diminished.

1  Letter from Oakland City Council President, Ignacio de la Fuente, to Supervisor Mary King on
June 10, 1999.
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                  The Key
Pier Substation is protected by the provisions of Section 4(f) as a historic

resource.  It is historically significant under Criterion A as defined by the National
Historic Preservation Act, its association with events that have made a significant
contribution to the broad patterns of our history. The building is a contributor to the
SFOBB, and it is also individually eligible as one of the few surviving buildings
associated with the historically important Key System Railway. Project construction in
the vicinity of the building would not substantially impair or diminish the building and
therefore does not constitute a proximity impact that would lead to constructive use.
Refer to section 6.7.3 of the FEIS for further information.

Inadvertent damage to the building, on the other hand, would not be a proximity
impact; it would be an actual impact to the building. Inadvertent damage to the Key
Pier Substation during project construction is not likely. Nonetheless, Caltrans
proposes to develop specifications to protect the Key Pier Substation during
construction.

Comment 4
This response addresses each of the 13 additional historic preservation mitigation
measures proposed by the City of Oakland for impacts to historic resources.

A. Imorove Bridge Design: The design process for the replacement bridge has
included opportunities for public review and comment, and there would be
continuing opportunities for review and comment on design details such as
bridge railings, lighting, colors, etc. However, these design issues, as well as

                             the
more generally expressed desire for the new bridge to be comparable in

some fashion to the existing bridge, are essentially aesthetic, highly subjective,
and are not related to the purpose of historic preservation.  It is inappropriate to
address these aesthetic issues as mitigation pursuant to the National Historic
Preservation Act. Furthermore, if a particular design or any form of design
review of the new bridge were stipulated as a mitigation measure, it would
unfairly give greater value to the views of the signatories to the MOA, and
historic preservationists generally over the views of local governments and Bay
Area residents who also have a direct stake in the aesthetics of the new bridge.

B.        Gatewav to Oakland: Replacement Alternative N-6 provides a visual gateway to
Oakland by opening up eastbound vistas that are not available with the existing
structure. Additional structures or embellishments creating a physical gateway
to the city of Oakland are better characterized as design enhancements rather
than historic preservation mitigation for loss of the historic bridge.  Such
enhancements are beyond the scope of this project.

C.       Art on the Bridge and in the Park: Public art on the bridge and in the park
would have public benefit, but it would be an aesthetic enhancement rather
than a mitigation measure related to historic preservation. However, some
representation of the existing bridge (for example, a mural, mosaic or terrazzo
walkway) could be included as part of permanent interpretive exhibits at the
proposed Gateway Park at the Oakland Touchdown. These permanent

 
interpretive exhibits are included as Stipulation Ill.B of the MOA (see Appendix
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City of Oakland, Planning Department 8/18/1999

0 of the FEIS). Caltrans will consult with property owners about the
nature and              extent of such interpretive exhibits.

D. Historical Markers on the Bridge and in the Park: Historical markers could be
part of the interpretive exhibits that Caltrans is willing to install in the park.  The
nature of the interpretive exhibits will be determined in consultation with park
owners (see C, above).

E.        Necklace of Lights on the Bridge: A 'necklace of lights" similar to those around
Lake Merritt in Oakland would be an aesthetic enhancement rather than a
mitigation measure related to historic preservation.  In an aesthetic context, the
replacement alternatives propose lighting that enhances the overall design of
the bridge from the experience of people on the bridge roadway and on the
bicycle/pedestrian path. The Retrofit Existing Bridge Alternative does not
change the existing lighting scheme.

F. Permanent. Museum-aualitv Interoretive Center in the Kev Pier Substation or the
16th and Wood Street Station: The suggestion for a permanent interpretive
center has been variously conceived as a center for the collection and display
of artifacts and documents related to the Bay Bridge to a more grand vision for
a Bay Area "transportation history museum.» Whatever the scope of such a
center, it would include curation of artifacts and documents, changing exhibits,
paid staff, and would require a permanent venue with the attendant needs for
security, maintenance, and custodial care.  The cost of operating such a facility,
possibly including the cost of acquiring or leasing a building, would

require a                substantial commitment of public funds in the form of an endowment or a
commitment to regular long-term funding. Accordingly, it would be necessary
to have a high level of confidence that an interpretive center would attract
enough visitors to justify the cost.

While such a facility might see an initial surge of patronage resulting from
publicity surrounding construction of the new bridge, the long-term patronage
would likely diminish to the point that the cost of operating the facility could not
be justified. Caltrans has not yet determined that the Key Pier Substation and
the Caltrans substation at the Oakland Touchdown are excess to transportation
needs.  The 16th Street Station in Oakland would have the combined
disadvantages of extremely high rehabilitation costs because of the poor
condition of the building and very low patronage due to its isolated location.
Also, Caltrans would need to find an agency or group willing to operate such a
facility, and it is unlikely that any party would take on such a responsibility.
Regardless of the proposed location, the number of visitors that could be
anticipated with any confidence would be too low relative to the facility's
operating cost, resulting in an unreasonably high subsidy per visitor and would,
therefore, not be a prudent use of public funds.

G.       Reuse and Rehabilitate the Kev Pier Substation: The Key Pier Substation in
Oakland would not be physically altered by Replacement Alternative N-6.
Caltrans has not determined that it is excess to transportation needs.
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Replacement Alternative N-6 would not preclude the future use of this building
as a public amenity within the proposed Gateway Park, if it becomes excess to
Caltrans' transportation needs. However, any decision about future uses of this
building would not be part of the current East Span Project.  If the land and
building are declared excess to transportation needs, such reuse would
constitute a future project subject to its own environmental review process.

H.        Oil Paintina of the Existina East Soan: A painting to be displayed in a public
building would be of more benefit to the particular recipient than to the general
public. In addition, commissioning an oil painting in a specific style from a past
era, particularly a style that was out of fashion at the time of the bridge's
construction and is no longer used as a means of documentation, would not be
an appropriate use of public funds.

1. Toll Plaza Clock:   The toll plaza clock would  be made available to park planners
(see Stipulation Ill.B. 1 of the MOA, in Appendix 0 of this FEIS).

J.        Historic Wood Sign:  The wood sign at the end of the Oakland spit marks the
location of an underwater cable crossing.  It is associated with the cable
crossing that it marks; it is not associated with the SFOBB. Therefore,
preservation of this wood utility sign would not mitigate for the loss of the historic
bridge. Any functional utility markings removed during construction would be
replaced in accordance with the requirements of utility owners.

K. Reuse/recvcle Parts of the Existing East Span: Finding new locations for the
existing bridge or sections of the bridge, while a typical mitigation for the
replacement of smaller historic bridges, would not be a good use of staff time or
public funds in this case. The riveted structure cannot easily be disassembled
for reassembly at another location, and the shortest individual spans are 88
meters (288 feet), a size that cannot easily or economically be moved in one
piece.  Also the double-deck structure with five lanes on each deck is so large
that finding an appropriate new use or owner is not realistic.

Caltrans would offer selected components of the bridge to the East Bay
Regional Park District or other owner of the proposed park at the Oakland
touchdown area, for display or other use in the park (see Stipulations 111.A and
Ill.B. 1 of the MOA, in Appendix 0 of this FEIS). Caltrans would also provide the
Oakland Museum of California, the Western Railway Museum in Rio Vista,
Solano County, and any other interested parties, an opportunity to select
components of the bridge for curation, display, or other appropriate use.
Caltrans would remove the items selected in a manner that minimizes damage
and would deliver them with legal title to the recipient. Steel parts not selected
for such curation or similar use would likely be recycled, though this would not
constitute mitigation for loss of the historic structure. Parts of the bridge made
of concrete, the bridge deck material and other materials would likely not be of
interest for curation or recycling; such materials would be disposed of
appropriately.
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L. Souvenir Newspager:  If the local papers decide to issue a souvenir
edition or                supplement celebrating the opening of the replacement bridge, Caltrans can

cooperate by providing any requested information, photographs, etc., including
documentation of the existing bridge. However, Caltrans cannot subsidize the
activities of a for-profit corporation by directly contributing to the production of a
souvenir newspaper edition or supplement.

M.        Refer to Previous Citv Letters for Further Mitigation Suggestions: Previous
letters from the City of Oakland suggested other measures not listed above.
Some of these suggestions were related to aesthetic concerns rather than
historic preservation, or were considered impractical or infeasible. Other
suggestions contributed to the development of the mitigation measures that
were incorporated into the MOA (see Appendix 0 of the FEIS).
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR *ma  ILLIE LEWIS BROWN. JR.
SAN FRANCISCO t=,0

TREASURE  SLAND PROJECT
410 AveNUS OP PALMS, BLDG #1
TAGASUAE |SLAND
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94130
(415) 274-0660
FAX(415)274-0299

August 24, 1999

Ms. Mara Melandry, Environmental Manager
Toll Bridge Program
Cal#ans, District 4
Mail Station: 12-C
P.O. Box 23660
Oakland, CA 94623-0660

Dear Ms. Melandry:

The following are the City and County of San Francisco's response to the Supplemental Draft
4(0 evaluation. We remain dismayed that the evaluation lacks a full range ofalternatives, some ofwhich
may prove to be *'prudent and feasible" ways to avoid use of4(f) resources. For example, the Southern
alignment suggested in San Francisco's comments on the Draft EIS is not included.  Nor is a true retrofit                     1
alternative, which would retrofit the existing structure in such a way that it will prevent significant
damage and allow the bridge to function as a"lifeline" route after a Maximum Credible Earthquake
(MCE).1. The Supplemental Draft 4(f) evaluation also does not include a reasonable range of possible
construction methods, including a range of detour structures on Yerba Buena Island (YBD.

Various                             2detour structure alignments are dismissed as causing' traffic safety concerns," although the nature of
these concerns and any potential remedies are not discussed or investigated.

The list of4(f) resources evaluated should be expanded to include Building 262 (the Torpedo
House) at the eastern tip ofYBI. This reinforced concrete building was constructed for the Army in 1891
to serve as a torpedo depot or assembly building for underwater mines. As noted (p. 21), this building is
individually eligible for the National Register. As noted in the evaluation, alternatives along a southern
alignment which would retrofit the existing bridge or construct a replacement structure would avoid "use"
of this resource. A bridge constructed along the N4 and N-6 alignments, directly above the Torpedo                           3
House, will substantially change its existing spectacular setting, increasing noise and vibration, and
irrevocably degrading views currently enjoyed of/from the area.  Both Northern alignments will also
subject the resource to hazards associated with construction and operation of the bridge (e.g. hazards
associated with falling items).

The conclusion that a retrofit alternative will result in a *f) "use" ofthe East Span of the Bay
Bridge is unsupported by evidence.  It is entirely possible that a retrofit alternative that

conforms to the                      4Secretary ofthe Interior's Standards would preclude this "use". However, the feasibility and
charact6ristics of such an alternative are not described.  Similarly, the conclusion that a retrofit

alternative                5
will  result in  a *0 "use" of the Officer's Quarters Historic District,  is not well supported. While the
setting and vegetation ofthe district clearly contributes to its significance, the retrofit alternative would

RECYCLEDPAPER
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simply expand the size ofexisting footings, requiring about 100 square feet of land around the base of the

existing structure. The document fails to state if the agencies with jurisdiction on Yerba Buena Island

agree with the conclusion that this would constitute"use".  The City and County of San Francisco has not                    6
been consulted on the issue and does not agree that a retrofit will result in a 4(f) "use" ofthe Historic
District.

The argument that constniction of temporary detours within the boundaries of the Officer's                             7
Quarters Historic District will involve a minimal or minor changes to that resource is not convincing.  To
meet this test, the scope of the work must be "minor", and the nature and magnitude of the changes to the

district must be "minimal."  It is obvious that suspending a 5-lane freeway structure 120 feet above the

historic district would constitute a substantial modification ofthe resources' setting. The ultimate

conclusion that construction of the temporary detour structures would result in a 4(f) "use" of the historic

district is entirely appropriate.

The argument that the noise environment is somehow irrelevant to the setting and significance of

the Officer's Quarters Historic District is absurd. The district gains its significance from its role in
military history and its architecture.  This does not preclude consideration of the noise environment as

part of its setting.   Clearly the use and enjoyment of structures within the historic district, as well as their

historic use as oficers quarters, would be compromised by any alternative which resulted in even modest             8

increases in noise or vibration.    No data is presented regarding projected increases in noise and vibration

associated with the replacement alternatives, and the conclusions with regard to the replacement
alternatives and their "use" of this 4(0 resources are therefore invalid.

As prospective public open space which is not yet in existence, Gateway Park is in a unique class

of 4(f) resources, and should be considered in a somewhat different light than other resources identified.

Unlike the historic resources on YBI, Gateway Park is identified within planning documents in terms of

only its general use and location. Currently. there is no park.  For this reason, the mitigation measure (pp.

17-18) which suggests swapping a piece of (currently non-park) land for another in the general vicinity

(with or without new Bay fill), would seem to eliminate the Section 4(f) "use."   The net result of such a                     9

"swap" could be a regional park which is separated from industrial Port property by the replacement                                                             
bridge, a park which enjoys sweeping views towards the north Bay, and one which connects with and

enhances valuable natural habitat north of the existing Bay Bridge approach/toll plaza area.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this itical document.

Sin 1"= 
/ Anc"eenm dl.3, 
<         Ex' ve Director -
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                 Office of the Mayor (San Francisco), Treasure island Project, Letter
dated 8/24/1999

Comment 1
Chapter 2 of the FEIS discusses the southern alignment proposed by the City and
County of San Francisco (CCSF) and the reasons for its withdrawal from further
consideration.  The City and County of San Francisco Modified S-1 Alternative is
conceptual; nonetheless, its alignment indicates that it would require land from the
proposed Gateway Park at the Oakland Touchdown area, though it appears to require
less land from the proposed park than what is required for Replacement Alternative S-
4. CCSF Modified S-1 Alternative proposed by CCSF is similar to Replacement
Alternative S-4, in that it uses the same Section 4(f) resources on YBI and at the
Oakland Touchdown. Replacement Alternative S-1 proposed by CCSF is not prudent
and feasible, and it does not avoid use of Section 4(f) resources.

Chapter 2 of the FEIS also discusses the Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative and the
reasons why it cannot be built to lifeline standards.

Comment 2
The draft evaluation considered a reasonable range of detour options, including detour
structures entirely to the north of the existing bridge, detour structures to the north and
south of the existing bridge, and detour structures entirely to the south of the existing
bridge. The Supplemental 4(f) Evaluation presented the conclusion that the north-

 
south detour option was the only one not eliminated from further consideration. Section
2.7.10 - Temporary Detours on Yerba Buena Island Considered and Withdrawn of the
FEIS provides additional information about the detour options that were withdrawn from
consideration and the reasons for their withdrawal.

One potential remedy to the concerns posed by various detour options would be to
avoid the use of detour structures entirely.  This was considered and rejected because
it would require closure of the East Span (and therefore closure of the entire bridge to
through traffic) for approximately two years.  The East Span of the SFOBB was closed
for one month following the Loma Prieta earthquake. The Association of Bay Area
Governments (ABAG) estimated that the resulting maximum loss to the Gross Regional
Product was in the range of $181 to $725 million:  It was determined that closure of the
bridge to through traffic for two years would result in community impacts of extreme
magnitude.

Comment 3
Building 262 was considered in the evaluation. While Replacement Alternatives N-2
and N-6 were found to have an adverse effect on Building 262 pursuant to the National
Historic Preservation Act as a result of a change to the setting, it was nevertheless
determined that the project alternatives would not result in a Section 4(f) use of Building
262. As explained near the beginning of the evaluation, an adverse effect under
Section  106 of the National Historic Preservation Act does not automatically result in a

1  Macroeconomic Effects of the Loma Prieta Earthquake, ABAG, 1991.
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Section 4(f) use of a historic resource. Every case is considered
individually.  In the                case of Building 262, the building itself is eligible, and the grounds around it do not

contribute to its eligibility.  It is eligible for its architecture and its association with
military history, neither of which would be altered by any project alternative.

Every build alternative would have a similar result on the setting of Building 262:  a
massive-bridge would be at a vertical distance of about 53 meters (175 feet) above the   |
ground level of Building 262 (about 41 meters [135 feet] above the roofline), just as it is
now. The difference among the various alternatives is the horizontal distance from the
bridge to Building 262. For Replacement Alternatives N-2 and N-6, the bridge would
be directly above the building, so there would be no horizontal distance from the
bridge to Building 262. The Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative would be about 26
meters (85 feet) horizontally from Building 262 at its closest point. Replacement
Alternative S-4 would be about 59 meters (194 feet) horizontally from Building 262 at its
closest point. The replacement alternatives would each result in a horizontal change in

position of the bridge from the existing condition, but this change in position would not
result in a Section 4(f) use of the historic resource.

Noise and vibration would remain the same for the Retrofit Existing Structure
Alternative. Noise and vibration would be reduced for all replacement alternatives.
The use of steel-reinforced concrete and side-by-side decks rather than stacked would
result in lower operational noise levels by eliminating radiation of sound through the
bridge decks and reducing noise created by vehicles traveling over new modular
expansion joints. The higher mass associated with the steel-reinforced concrete would
also create less groundborne vibration.

Building 262 was built at the eastern end of Yerba Buena Island, where it enjoys truly
panoramic views to the north, east, and south. The Retrofit Existing Structure
Alternative would further obstruct views in the direction of the existing bridge by adding
new piers in the main navigation ehaAAetogenina and by encasing other piers; views in  |
all other directions would be retained. The replacement alternatives would place a new
bridge in a new location and remove the existing bridge; this would create new views
that are currently obstructed by the existing bridge, while obstructing views in the
direction of the new bridge piers and decks. While all of the build alternatives would
alter the existing views from Building 262, the change in views resulting from each
alternative would be within a limited range of the total views afforded from that location.
None of the alternatives irrevocably degrades the views currently enjoyed.

CCSF has expressed concern elsewhere about the shadow cast by the various project
alternatives on Building 262. The position of a shadow is related to the position of the
object casting the shadow and the position of the light source. The object casting the
shadow, the bridge, would be in a fixed position for all alternatives. The light source,
the sun, is in different positions throughout the day; at the latitude of the San Francisco
Bay Area, the sun is also in different positions throughout the year. The Retrofit Existing
Structure Alternative would cast a shadow on Building 262, just as the existing bridge
does. Replacement Alternatives N-2 and N-6 would also cast a shadow on Building
262. However, these alternatives are directly above Building 262 at a height
approximately  135 feet above the roofline of the building. Their shadow

would not be                     
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                     permanent
or complete (see Figure 4-22 in Appendix A for a shadow simulation of

Replacement Alternative N-6). Since Replacement Alternative S-4 is further south than
the existing bridge in relation to Building 262, it would cast a shadow on the building
earlier in the day when the sun is closer to the horizon.

Caltrans, in consultation with Navy, would develop appropriate measures to protect
Building 262 from damage during the undertaking of bridge construction, including
vibration monitoring during pile driving in the vicinity of the building. The protective
measures would be included in the contract specifications and in Caltrans' Resident
Engineer's «Pending» file. Caltrans would ensure that any damage resulting from the
undertaking would be repaired in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior's
Standards for Rehabilitation. Caltrans would photographically document the condition
of the building prior to the start of the undertaking to establish the baseline condition for
assessing damage.  A copy of this photographic documentation would be provided to
Navy and CCSF.

Comment 4
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) determined that the Retrofit Existing
Bridge Alternative would result in a Section 4(f) use of the bridge. This alternative
would make substantial modifications to the bridge, including encasing two steel piers
on YBI in concrete, concrete jacketing of several of the steel towers, and supporting
the cantilever truss with two new towers. These actions would diminish the integrity of
design and materials, thereby impairing the historic integrity of the bridge.  It is this
impairment of its historic integrity that results in a Section 4(f) use.

In order to avoid a Section 4(f) use, a retrofit strategy could not change the existing
East Span in ways that would diminish its historic integrity.  The East Span is a complex
steel truss bridge made up of many thousands of individual pieces. It includes major
components, such as the cantilever truss, that would need to be substantially modified
by any retrofit strategy in order to withstand the substantial ground motions from a
maximum credible earthquake (MCE).  On a practical level, the scale of the
modifications that would be necessary would diminish the historic integrity of the
existing bridge regardless of the retrofit strategy.

Comment 5
The regulations implementing Section 4(f) define what constitutes use; first and
foremost, use occurs "When land is permanently incorporated into a transportation
facility': The Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative would expand the size of an existing
footing on the boundary of the Senior Officers' Quarters Historic District. In order to
enlarge the footing, this alternative would incorporate land from the historic district into
a transportation project. This meets the primary definition of use. Therefore, enlarging
the footing would constitute a 4(f) use of the Senior Officers' Quarters Historic District.

Comment 6
The FHWA determines the application of Section 4(f). The evaluation does not need to
state whether the officials having jurisdiction over a potential Section 4(f) resource
agree with the determination. CCSF's interpretation that there is no Section 4(f) use by

                 the
Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative is noted.
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Comment 7
The criteria for which the Senior Officers' Quarters Historic District is historic are its
architecture and its association with military history. The construction and temporary
use of temporary detours would not change these attributes. Support columns for the
temporary detours would temporarily obstruct views from the historic district, but this
temporary obstruction in views involves only minimal change to the resource itself.
Ground disturbance associated with construction of the detours is temporary; it would
affect non-contributing elements of the property, and the disturbed areas would be
restored upon completion of the project.  The only change to the resource that has the
potential to be greater than minimal is the potential reduction of rental income, since
bridge construction activities in the immediate vicinity have the potential to make the
Senior Officers' Quarters less desirable as rental properties for social gatherings or
residential use. While potential loss of revenue is a legitimate concern to any property
owner or property manager, #-such a loss is not protected by the provisions of Section    |
4(f).  During the construction period, Caltrans would reimburse CCSF for documented
loss of rental revenues for Quarters 1 -7.

Comment 8
The comment regarding the relevancy of noise to setting and significance is noted.
Historic resources are considered for eligibility or listing on the National Register of
Historic Places based on one or more of four possible criteria.  All of the Navy's historic
resources are eligible or listed under Criterion A or under Criteria A and B; that is, for
their architecture alone or for their architecture and their association with military
history. Changes in noise level as a result of the project would not

alter the                                architectural characteristics of any buildings on Yerba Buena Island, nor would
changes in noise levels alter any building's association with history.

As reported in the DEIS for the project, studies were conducted to project the changes
in noise levels as a result of the project alternatives. These studies found that the
Retrofit Existing Structure Alternative would retain existing noise levels on all parts of
Yerba Buena Island, while all replacement alternatives would decrease noise levels on
all parts of Yerba Buena Island. The reduction in noise and vibration associated with
the replacement alternatives was a result of three major factors: the change in bridge
type, the change in materials, and the reduction in the amount of noise from the lower
deck being reflected off the upper deck.  In the historic district, Replacement
Alternatives N-2 and N-6 would be closer to the historic district than the existing bridge,
but these alternatives would still be 6-11 dBA quieter than the existing bridge.
Similarly, Replacement Alternative S-4 would be closer to the U.S. Coast Guard facility
than the existing bridge, but it would still be 6-10 dBA quieter at that facility than
current noise levels from the existing bridge (see Section 4.5 - Noise and Vibration).

Vibration levels are typically not a concern for highway transportation projects; vibration
is of greater concern for projects involving mass transit. Future vibration levels from
operation of any of the project alternatives are predicted to remain below
perception/annoyance levels at distances greater than 20 meters (66 feet) from a
bridge support. The replacement alternatives are expected to generate less
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groundborne vibration than the No-Build and Retrofit Existing Structure Alternatives,
because of a change in bridge material from steel to concrete.

Comment 9
The Oakland Base Reuse Authority (OBRA) has designated a specific portion of the
Oakland Army Base for redevelopment as a public park. The location designated by
OBRA is specific in terms of location and acreage, and it is endorsed by the City of
Oakland and the East Bay Regional Park District.  FHWA made its determination
regarding Section 4(f) use based on the location of the park as depicted in planning
documents. Should there be amendments to the planning documents that result in a
revised depiction of the proposed park's location, FHWA would revisit its
determinations regarding Section 4(f) use. Until such time, there is no basis for
revisiting the determinations that have been made.
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